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The  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan  Final  EIR/S  consists  of: 

the  unchanged  Draft  EIR/S  which  was  published  on  August  22,  1980  and  follows 
on  pp.  1  -  142  of  this  document;  and 

a  Response  to  Comments  Addendum  which  follows  on  pp.  145  -  208.  The 
Addendum  contains  comments  and  responses  to  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR/S 
from  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies  and  from  various  groups  and  individuals. 
Responses  to  several  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR/S  required  revisions  to  the 
original  text,  figures  or  tables  of  the  Draft  EIR/S.  Instructions  for 
incorporating  those  changes  into  the  Final  EIR/S  are  provided  on  pp.  205  -  208  of 
this  Addendum. 
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SUMMARY  OF  FINAL  EIR/S 


A.  INTRODUCTION 


In  1977  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  authorized  a 
survey  to  investigate  different  methods  of  revitalizing  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  area 
of  San  Francisco.  The  survey  was  a  joint  undertaking  of  several  concerned  agencies;  their 
recommendations  for  improving  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  area  appeared  in  the  1979 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  Technical  Report.  In  response  to  that  survey  and 
its  recommendations,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  prepared  a 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area.  The  Project  area  is 
part  of  the  larger  NEWS  area  which  was  examined  in  the  1979  Technical  Report  and 
consists  of  approximately  69  land  acres  within  two  non-contiguous  sub-areas  located  in  the 
northeastern  waterfront  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

This  Environmental  Impact  Report/Statement  (EIR/S)  evaluates  three  alternatives  for 
both  sub-areas.  Two  environmental  settings,  one  including  and  one  excluding  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway,  are  used  in  the  analysis  of  each  alternative.  Because  the 
alternatives  have  been  conceived  only  at  the  "master  plan"  level,  of  detail,  the  EIR/S  uses 
a  "generic"  approach  to  analyze  impacts  and  to  identify  measures  to  mitigate  adverse 
impacts  of  each  alternative. 


B.  ALTERNATIVES  DESCRIPTION 


Alternative  A  is  based  on  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  proposed  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency.  The  proposed  generic  land  uses  for  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area 
include  280,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  1  12,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space,  530  residential  units, 
an  800-unit  hotel,  and  6.5  acres  of  open  space.  Land  uses  for  the  South  Beach  sub-area 
include:  267,700  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space,  1,965  residential  units,  7.0  acres  of  open  space, 
90,000  sq.  ft.  of  warehousing,  and  a  400-berth  boat  marina. 

A  higher-density  redevelopment  plan  is  proposed  under  Alternative  B.  This  alternative 
would  contain  3,876  total  housing  units,  almost  twice  the  number  in  Alternative  A,  and 
about  1.1  million  total  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  about  four  times  the  office  space  of 
Alternative  A,  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan.  In  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  possible 
generic  land  uses  would  include  1.1  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  67,000 sq.  ft.  of  retail 
space,  280  residential  units,  and  6.5  acres  of  open  space.  The  South  Beach  sub-area  would 
contain  261,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space,  3,596  residential  units,  7.46  acres  of  open  space, 
and  a  400-berth  marina. 

Two  settings  are  assumed  for  Alternatives  A  and  B.  The  Case  1  setting  assumes  that  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  remains  in  place,  while  the  Case  2  setting  assumes  that  the 
Freeway  would  be  removed  prior  to  Project  development. 

Alternative  C,  the  No-Project  Alternative,  would  retain  present  uses  in  the  area  and  allow 
new  development  or  expansion  of  existing  uses  to  occur  according  to  existing  zoning  and 
market  forces. 
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C.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Unless  noted  otherwise,  the  environmental  effects  and  mitigation  measures  discussed  for 
each  Alternative  apply  to  both  the  Case  1  and  Case  2  setting. 

LAND  USE,  ZONING,  VISUAL  AND  AESTHETICS 
Alternative  A 

Alternative  A  would  change  the  Project  area  from  its  present  fragmented  combination  of 
retail,  commercial  and  parking  lot  uses  to  an  integrated  employment,  residential  and 
recreational  center.  The  major  changes  in  land  uses  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would 
result  from  the  completion  of  the  new  office  and  residential  uses  and  the  hotel  complex. 
The  South  Beach  sub-area  would  change  from  its  present  warehouse/industrial  use  to  a 
residential  and  commercial  community.  Zoning  changes  would  be  required  to 
accommodate  the  proposed  development.  Visual  quality  would  be  enhanced  through  the 
elimination  of  piers,  parking  lots  and  billboards.  Under  Case  2,  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  would  provide  more  open  views  in  this  alternative. 

Mitigation  measures  for  Case  1  would  include  shielding  hotel  occupants  from  freeway 
noise,  and  providing  physical  separation  of  residences  from  rail,  truck,  and  automobile 
traffic. 

Alternative  B 

AlternativeB  would  result  in  the  development  of  about  four  times  the  office  space,  twice 
the  amount  of  residential  units,  and  about  the  same  amount  of  commercial  space  as 
Alternative  A.  A  20,000  sq.  ft.  (.46-acre)  park  would  also  be  added  in  this  alternative. 
The  greatest  concentration  of  office  space  would  be  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area. 
Development  of  housing  units  would  result  in  a  combination  of  increased  densities,  land 
coverage  and  building  heights  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  Zoning  changes  would  also  be 
required.  Visual  and  aesthetic  impacts  would  result  primarily  from  taller  structures  and 
greater  land  coverage  than  in  Alternative  A.  Under  Case  1,  the  residential  uses  would  be 
adversely  impacted  by  noise  from  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 

Mitigations  for  Case  1  would  be  the  same  as  under  Alternative  A,  except  that  residences 
rather  than  hotel  guests  would  be  shielded  from  noise. 

Alternative  C 

There  would  be  no  direct  environmental  effects  in  the  No-Project  Alternative;  however, 
without  coordinated  redevelopment  activities  in  the  Project  area,  the  present  mixture  of 
inappropriate  and  declining  land  uses,  and  the  adverse  visual  impacts  of  the  Project  area 
would  continue. 


BUSINESS  RELOCATION 
Alternative  A 


The  Project  under  Alternative  A  would  employ  up  to  4,000  workers  at  full  buildcut  and 
displace  about  75-240  existing  jobs. 

Businesses  located  in  the  redevelopment  area  may  choose  to  relocate  within 

San  Francisco,  move  out  of  the  City,  or  close  their  operations.  To  mitigate  the  effects  of 
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relocation,  the  staff  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  to  all  displaced 
businesses  the  full  relocation  assistance  required  by  the  1970  Uniform  Relocation  Act. 
The  1970  limit  of  up  to  $10,000  for  relocation  benefits  may  create  hardships  for 
establishments  that  go  out  of  business. 

Alternative  B 

Under  Alternative  B,  7,000  workers  would  be  employed,  3,000  more  than  in  Alternative  A. 
Relocation  impacts  and  mitigation  for  Alternative  B  would  be  the  same  as  those  for 
Alternative  A. 

Alternative  C 

There  would  be  no  business  relocation  effects  under  this  alternative. 


SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS 
Alternative  A 

Alternative  A,  containing  a  total  of  2,495  residential  units,  would  house  an  approximate 
mix  of:  500  low-income,  750  moderate-income  and  1,245  upper-income  families.  Total 
population  would  be  about  5,000,  with  an  estimated  270  school-age  children. 
Alternative  A  would  create  a  net  increase  of  3,760  to  3,900  direct  permanent  jobs  in  the 
Project  area,  most  of  which  would  be  commercial  retail,  office  and  service  jobs. 

Alternative  B 

Alternative  B  would  provide  3,876  units  of  mixed-income  housing;  this  alternative  would 
house  approximately  775  low-income,  1,163  moderate-income,  and  1938  upper-income 
families.  The  total  residential  population  of  Alternative  B  would  be  about  7,750  people, 
with  an  estimated  417  school-age  children.  This  alternative  would  create  6,760  to  6,900 
net  new  jobs,  most  of  which  would  be  white-collar  office.  There  would  be  no 
hotel-related  service  jobs  provided  in  Alternative  B. 

Alternative  C 

There  would  be  no  direct  effect  on  social  and  employment  characteristics.  Existing 
manufacturing  and  industrial  jobs  could  be  expected  to  continue  to  decline  and  be 
replaced  by  other  types  of  jobs. 

FISCAL  ASPECTS 
Alternative  A 

The  Project  under  Alternative  A  at  full  buildout  would  yield  total  property  tax  revenues  of 
about  $6.3  million  and  hotel  tax  revenues  of  about  $1.3  million  annually. 

Public  service  costs  would  include  $77,000  for  police  personnel,  and  possibly  expenditures 
for  a  new  patrol  car.  A  new  fire  engine  company  may  also  be  required.  Busing  services 
for  project  school  children  would  cost  $44,600  annually. 

The  project  is  expected  to  have  a  beneficial  net  fiscal  effect  on  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  because  proposed  commercial  and  hotel  uses  would  generate  ongoing 
revenues  which  are  not  limited  by  Proposition  13. 
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Altern ative  B 

Under  Alternative  B,  property  tax  revenues  would  total  about  $8.6  million  and  no  hotel 
taxes  would  be  generated.  Service  demands  would  be  greater  under  Alternative  B  because 
more  people  would  be  residing  and  working  in  the  Project  area.  In  order  to  quantify  the 
exact  net  fiscal  effect  of  the  redevelopment,  a  more  detailed  cost-benefit  analysis  should 
be  conducted  for  Alternative  B. 

Alternative  C 

In  this  alternative,  service  expenditures  would  remain  at  existing  levels,  rising  at  the  rate 
of  inflation.  Approximately  $131,000  of  total  property  tax  revenues  would  be  generated 
annually,  increasing  about  2%  annually  for  existing  properties. 

COMMUNITY  SERVICES 
Alternative  A 

The  Project  under  Alternative  A  would  require  the  services  of  either  an  additional  patrol 
car  or  a  foot  patrol  unit.  If  the  relocation  of  a  fire  engine  company  does  not  meet 
increased  demand  for  fire  protection  services,  an  additional  engine  and  14  firefighters 
would  be  needed.  Also,  up  to  two  buses  would  be  required  to  transport  the  estimated  130 
elementary  students  who  would  live  in  the  proposed  development. 

To  provide  required  fire  flow  capability  and  domestic  water  service,  about  4,500  ft.  of 
water  main  would  have  to  be  installed  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  Other  water  system 
improvements  may  be  needed.  About  0.8  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD)  of  water  would  be 
used  by  Alternative  A  land  uses.  Wastewater  flows  would  be  about  0.7  MGD  and  solid 
waste  generation  would  total  about  22.2  tons  per  day.  No  problems  are  anticipated  in 
handling  these  amounts. 

Proposed  mitigation  measures  for  Alternative  A  include:  installing  burglar  alarms,  hiring 
attendants  for  self-park  parking  lots,  installing  low-flow  fixtures  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
wastewater  generated  by  new  structures,  incorporating  solid-waste  compaction  facilities 
into  the  design  of  office  and  commercial  buildings,  and  providing  traffic  signalization  and 
other  safety  measures  to  allow  safe  access  by  children  particularly  across  The 
Embarcadero  roadway. 

Alternative  B 

More  police  and  fire  protection  would  be  required  in  Alternative  B  because  of  the  greater 
number  of  workers  and  residents.  Four  buses  (two  more  than  in  Alternative  A)  would  be 
needed  to  transport  the  increased  number  of  students.  The  need  for  other  services  would 
also  increase  in  comparison  to  Alternative  A;  water  use  is  projected  to  average  1.0  MGD, 
and  wastewater  generation  would  average  about  0.9  MGD.  About  28  tons  per  day  of  solid 
waste  would  be  generated.  Mitigations  for  Alternative  B  would  be  the  same  as  those 
required  for  Alternative  A. 

Al ternati ve  C 

Public  service  demand  would  grow  at  its  current  rate  under  no-project  conditions. 
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TRANSPORTATION 


Alternative  A 

For  the  Case  1  setting,  in  which  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  remain  in  place, 
Alternative  A  would  generate  about  8,350  new  one-way  vehicle  trips  and  1  1 ,200  new 
transit  trips  daily.  The  Embarcadero  roadway  would  be  rerouted  along  Steuart  St. 
between  Howard  and  Harrison  Sts.;  the  existing  roadway  of  The  Embarcadero  would  then 
be  converted  to  a  park.  Other  street  closures  may  occur  at  Mission  St.  between 
The  Embarcadero  and  Spear  St.,  and  at  Steuart  St.  between  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.  In 
combination  with  traffic  generated  by  cumulative  development  in  the  Downtown  area  of 
San  Francisco,  traffic  from  the  proposed  Project  could  increase  peak-hour  traffic  volumes 
beyond  the  capacity  of  the  Beale-Main  Sts.,  First  St.  and  Fremont  St.  freeway  ramps  and 
decrease  the  peak-hour  levels  of  service.  These  impacts  probably  would  extend  onto 
adjacent  streets  and  freeway  lanes. 

Required  mitigation  could  include  expansion  of  ramp  capacity,  and  further  diversion  of 
person  trips  to  transit  and  to  car/van  pools.  The  NEWS  Transportation  Technical  Reports 
call  for  transit  improvements  and  transit  system  capacity  expansion  which  may 
substantially  reduce  described  traffic  impacts.  Diversion  to  transit  would  place  increased 
demand  on  the  transit  system. 

The  closure  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  under  Case  2  setting  would  divert  traffic  to 
Main,  Beale,  First  and  Second  Sts.  and  The  Embarcadero.  Proposed  mitigation  measures  to 
be  included  in  the  Project  are  encouraging  the  use  of  public  transit,  providing  financial 
incentives  such  as  discount  Muni  passes  and  van  or  carpool  parking  discounts,  providing 
off-street  parking  spaces  for  commercial  and  visitor  vehicles,  planning  street  closures  to 
occur  only  after  the  intended  diversion  routes  have  opened,  and  avoiding  the  use  of  local 
and  regional  routes  for  construction  traffic  during  peak  traffic  hours. 

Alternative  B 

Under  Alternative  B,  Case  1  setting,  about  13,650  new  daily  vehicle  trips  would  be 
generated,  as  compared  to  8,350  in  Alternative  A.  About  19,000  new  transit  trips  would 
be  generated  daily  as  compared  to  11,200  in  Alternative  A.  Impacts  from  traffic  volume 
increases  and  from  street  closures  would  be  greater  than  under  Alternative  A  because  of 
the  higher  densities  proposed.  Mitigations  would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for 
Alternative  A. 

Alternative  C 

The  number  of  trips  generated  by  the  sub-areas  would  increase  gradually  from  existing 
levels.  Transit  demand  would  also  increase  from  cumulative  development  in  the  area. 

CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
Alternative  A 

Redevelopment  would  generate  hydrocarbon  emissions  (HC),  carbon  monoxide  (CO), 

nitrogen  dioxide  (N02),  particulates  and  sulfur  oxides  (SOx),  thus  impairing 

attainment  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.  Concentrations  of  these  pollutants  would  be 

60  percent  of  current  levels  because  of  vehicular  emissions  controls.  However,  ambient 

standards  for  HC  and  NOx  would  be  exceeded.  Under  Case  2,  emissions  would  be 

similar  to  those  of  Case  1  with  N02  concentrations  being  lower  due  to  slower  vehicle 

speeds. 
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Mitigation  measures  include:  complying  with  regulations  that  reduce  hydrocarbon 
emissions,  sprinkling  construction  areas  at  least  twice  a  day  to  reduce  particulate 
emissions,  and  providing  setbacks  to  sensitive  receptors  to  reduce  carbon  monoxide 
impacts. 

Alternative  B 

Air-quality  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  of  Alternative  A,  except  that  Alternative  B 
would  generate  greater  vehicle  pollutant  emissions  and  greater  CO  and  NO2 
concentrations.  Case  2  effects  (compared  to  Case  1  effects)  would  be  similar  to  those  of 
Alternative  A.  Mitigations  would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for  Alternative  A. 

NOISE 

Alternative  A 

Vehicles  would  be  the  primary  source  of  noise.  Noise  levels  would  increase  by  an 
imperceptible  1  dBA  over  1990  base-case  levels.  Under  Case  2,  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  would  increase  street-level  noise  slightly.  Mechanical  equipment 
noise  is  limited  to  70  dBA  during  the  day  and  60  dBA  at  night.  Each  project  developer 
would  be  required  to  design  all  structures  to  meet  San  Francisco  and  State  noise  guidelines. 

Alternative  B 

Noise  effects  would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  A,  although  more  residents  would  be 
exposed  to  traffic  and  rail  noise. 

Alternative  C 

Noise  levels  would  be  expected  to  increase  with  the  gradual  increase  in  use  of  the  area. 

RESOURCE  USE 
Alternative  A 

Annual  at-source  energy  use  by  operation  of  the  Project  for  Alternative  A  is  estimated  to 
be  240  billion  BTU  for  electricity  and  320  billion  BTU  for  natural  gas.  Mitigations  suggest 
establishing  design  criteria  to  preclude  the  development  of  buildings  that  shade  other  sites 
and  establishing  structural  design  criteria  to  minimize  the  wasteful  use  of  nonrenewable 
energy. 

Alternative  B 

Alternative  B  is  projected  to  use  20%  more  energy  than  Alternative  A  for  the  operation  of 
the  structures.  Similar  mitigation  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  Alternative  B. 

Alternat ive  C 

In  the  short-run,  existing  energy  use  would  continue.  As  existing  buildings  are  demolished, 
replaced  or  remodeled,  energy  use  would  be  expected  to  increase. 
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GEOLOGY/SEISMICITY 


Alternative  A 


Excavation  of  construction  sites  would  be  required,  and  haul  routes  and  disposal  sites  for 
the  spoils  would  have  to  be  identified,  for  this  Alternative.  Seismic  hazards  of  the  area 
would  be  mitigated  through  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code. 

AJ ternative  B 

Effects  and  mitigations  proposed  would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  A. 
Alternative  C 

No  topographic  alteration  of  the  Project  area  would  occur.  No  increased  population 
would  be  subject  to  seismic  hazards;  however,  existing  pre-Code  buildings  in  the  Project 
area  would  continue  to  pose  safety  hazards  to  their  occupants  in  a  major  earthquake. 

HYDROLOGY 
Alternative  A 

During  construction  of  the  Project,  the  amount  of  sediment  washed  into  storm  drains 
would  increase.  Dewatering  would  probably  be  required  for  some  sites;  this  process  could 
cause  structural  damage  to  nearby  buildings.  Piers 42,  44,  and  46A  would  be  removed  to 
build  the  marina,  which  could  expose  the  seawall  to  increased  erosion  by  storm  waves, 
large  waves  from  the  wakes  of  ships  and  the  100-year  tsunami. 

Mitigations  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  Project  to  minimize  these  effects 
include:  restricting  grading  to  the  dry  summer  months,  filtering  dewatering  discharge 
through  sediment  traps,  requiring  insurance  from  construction  contractors  for  damage 
caused  by  dewatering,  and  hiring  a  hydrologist  to  prepare  a  study  that  would  determine 
the  impacts  of  the  proposed  marina. 

Alternat  i_v_e_  B 

The  impacts  and  the  mitigations  required  for  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of 
Alternative  A. 

Alter n  a t  i_ye_  C 

Existing  drainage  and  off-shore  hydrologic  conditions  would  continue. 

ECOLOGY 
AUer  n at  i_ve_  A 

The  removal  or  replacement  of  sewer  lines  for  new  construction  would  destroy  existing 
habitat  for  rats.  The  proposed  open-space  areas  would  offer  increased  habitat  for  English 
sparrows  and  pigeons.  In  the  short-run,  construction  of  the  marina  would  destroy  almost 
all  of  the  bottom-dwelling  organisms  which  use  the  pier-supporting  piles.  During 
construction,  the  increases  in  suspended  solids  could  adversely  affect  the  biota  of  the 
nearby  portions  of  San  Francisco  Bay. 
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Increased  rat  control  efforts  may  be  needed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  to  control 
displaced  rats.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a  marine  biologist  to  conduct  a 
detailed  evaluation  of  the  potential  for  adverse  effects  on  marine  biota  which  could  result 
from  construction  activity.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consult  with  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  during  the  preparation  of  this  study  and,  if  required,  would 
prepare  a  supplemental  EIR/S  based  on  the  findings  of  that  study. 

Alternat ive  B 

The  impacts  and  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  for  this  alternative  would  be  the  same 
as  those  of  Alternative  A. 

Altern ative  C 

This  alternative  would  have  no  ecological  impacts. 

HISTORIC  AND  ARCHAEOLOGIC  ASPECTS 
Alternative  A 

Under  Alternative  A,  all  identified  historic  buildings  within  the  Project  area  are  proposed 
to  be  retained  and  restored  for  adaptive  re-use.  These  buildings,  as  well  as  other 
identified  and  potential  archaeologic,  historic  and  architectural  resources  in  the  Project 
area  are  included  in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  currently  being  prepared  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Office  of  Historic  Preservation,  which  stipulates 
agreed-upon  mitigation  measures  to  protect  identified  and  potential  resources. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a  cultural  resource  consultant  to  prepare  an 
overview  of  historic  places  and  events  which  took  place  in  the  Project  area.  This 
overview  would  also  be  used  to  identify  potentially  sensitive  archaeological  sites  in  the 
Project  area. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  monitor  excavation 
sites  twice  a  week  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  potential  archaeological  resources,  and 
to  be  on  call  throughout  the  construction  period  in  the  event  that  any  historic  site,  or 
archaeological  or  paleontological  resource  is  encountered. 

Alternative  B 

Several  warehouses  identified  as  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  would  be  altered  in  Alternative  B. 

Alternative  C 

There  would  be  no  direct  project  effects. 

GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 
Altern a  t  i_v_e_  A 

Approximately  6,900  person-years  of  labor  would  be  required  for  Project  construction, 
which  is  equivalent  to  about  770  full-time  direct  jobs  during  the  9-year  construction 
period.  These  jobs  can  be  expected  to  generate  an  equal  amount  of  indirect  or  secondary 
support  employment.  At  full  buildout,  the  Project  would  employ  up  to  4,000  workers  and 
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house  about  5,000  people  in  its  proposed  2,500  housing  units.  These  new  workers  and 
residents  would  stimulate  the  economy  through  purchases  of  goods  and  services. 

Alternative  B 

Approximately  9,800  person-years  of  labor  would  be  required  during  construction  under 
Alternative  B,  or  about  1,090  jobs  for  9  years.  At  completion,  Alternative  B  would  employ 
about  7,000  workers  and  house  approximately  7,750  people.  The  larger  number  of 
residents  and  workers  would  provide  more  stimulation  to  the  City's  economy  than  in 
Alternative  A. 

Alternative  C 

Growth  and  decline  of  businesses  in  the  Project  area  would  continue  at  current  rates 
without  the  proposed  redevelopment. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


A.  BACKGROUND  AND  HISTORY  -  NOR THEASTERN  W ATERFRONT  AREA / 1 / 

The  Northeastern  Waterfront  area  has  been  a  focus  of  growth  in  San  Francisco  since  the 
Gold  Rush,  when  port  activities  began  in  that  area,  which  was  then  part  of  the  Bay. 
Filling  of  the  shallow  waters  of  the  Bay  and  construction  of  the  Great  Seawall  created 
today's  low,  flat  topography.  The  City's  growth  first  focused  on  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront  area,  spreading  out  to  the  west  and  south  with  time. 

Port  activities  continued  to  be  vital  through  World  War  II.  However,  containerization  of 
shipping  cargos  signaled  the  rapid  decline  of  port  activities,  with  San  Francisco's  olJ 
break-bulk  cargo  handling  methods  losing  out  to  Oakland's  containerization  facilities. 
Today,  parts  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  are  still  used  for  break-bulk  cargo  handling, 
but  much  of  the  area  is  characterized  by  vacant  piers  and  underused  land,  including 
parking  lots.  The  area  is  the  terminus  for  the  Bay  Bridge  and  a  route  for  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  These  transportation  facilities  do  not  serve  the  Northeastern  Waterfront 
directly;  rather  they  divide  the  area  and  create  visual  and  physical  barriers  to  the  Bay. 

In  the  1970s,  two  private  proposals  were  set  forward  for  developing  a  total  of  about 
3  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  650,000  square  feet  of  commercial  uses,  2,200 hotel 
rooms,  parking,  and  a  new  ship  terminal  on  20  acres  of  new  fill  near  the  Ferry  Building. 
Adverse  reaction  to  these  proposals  resulted  in  the  development  of  the  BCDC  Special 
Area  Plan  No.  1  to  control  filling  of  the  Bay  and  to  improve  public  access,  views  and  the 
appearance  of  the  waterfront  shoreline. 

The  Plan  For  The  Northeastern  Waterfront,  added  to  the  City's  Master  Plan  in  1977, 
established  objectives  and  policies  for  land  use,  transportation  and  urban  design  for  the 
area.  In  the  same  year,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  authorized  a  survey  to  investigate  the 
different  methods  of  improving  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  area.  The  survey  .vas  a  joint 
undertaking  of  several  concerned  agencies;  their  recommendations  appeared  in  a 
Technical  Report  issued  in  August  1 979.  On  January  31,1 980,  the  City  Planning 
Commission  adopted  an  amendment  to  the  Master  Plan  for  this  area,  a  Total  Design  Plan 
for  the  Ferry  Building  sub-area,  and  a  Preliminary  Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach 
Redevelopment  Project  (see  Planning  and  Regulatory  Context,  Section  II.  A.  p.  7).  A 
Redevelopment  Plan,  based  on  that  Preliminary  Plan,  is  now  proposed  by  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency. 

B.  GENERAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACh 
PROJECT  AREA" 

The  project  area  is  located  in  the  eastern  waterfront  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  California.  See  Figure  1 ,  p.  2.  The  project  area  is  generally  within  a  1000  foot 
wide  strip  of  land  adjacent  to  the  Bay  and  bounded  by  Mission  St.  to  the  north  and  China 
Basin  to  the  south.  The  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  consists  of 
the  proposed  redevelopment  of  two  discrete  geographic  sub-areas  of  the  larger 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  area  which  was  examined  in  the  1979 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Technical  Report.  See  Figure  2,  p.  4.  The  areas  directly 
affected  are: 
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FIGURE  1 
LOCATION  MAP 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH 
REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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Rincon  Point  -  a  19.2  acre  area  generally  bounded  by  The  Embarcadero  from  Harrison 
to  a  point  a  few  hundred  feet  north  of  Howard  St.,  and  SteuartSt.  between  How  ir  I 
and  Harrison  Sts.,  plus  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  block,  and  the  area  bounded  by 
the  Embarcadero  Ereeway,  Spear,  Eolsom  and  SteuartSts.,  and 

South  Beach  -  a  95.8  acre  area  generally  bounded  by  The  Embarcadero  from  Eirst  to 
Beale,  Beale  St.  from  The  Embarcadero  to  Bryant,  Bryant  St.  from  Beale  to  Eirst, 
easterly  portions  of  the  block  fronting  Eirst  St.  from  Bryant  to  Brannan,  Brannan  St. 
from  Eirst  to  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.  and  some  frontage  properties  from 
Brannan  to  Townsend,  Townsend  St.  from  Colin  P.  Kelly  to  Second  St.,  Second  St. 
from  Townsend  to  Berry,  and  Berry  St.  from  Second  to  The  Embarcadero  and 
including  Piers  40,  42,  44,  46A  and  a  portion  of  46C. 

C.         NEED  EOR  THE  EIR/EIS 


The  proposed  Redevelopment  Project  could  result  in  significant  effects  on  the 
environment;  thus  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970  (CEQA)  reguires  the 
preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  Also,  federal  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  (CDBG)  funds  would  be  used  for  the  financing  of  some  of  the 
redevelopment  activities.  The  number  of  housing  units  proposed  is  greater  than  the 
threshold  criterion  established  by  the  federal  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (HUD)  for  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (E1S). 
Because  of  these  factors,  a  federal  EIS  is  reguired  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA).  According  to  implementing  guidelines  for  CEQA  and  NEPA,  when  both 
documents  are  reguired  a  single  document  may  be  prepared.  This  document  has  been 
prepared  to  meet  both  CEQA  and  NEPA  format  and  content  reguirements. 


D. 


APPROACH  TO  THE  EIR/EIS 


To  satisfy  both  the  EIR  and  EIS  reguirements,  a  parallel  analysis  of  three  major 
alternatives  was  conducted  comparing  the  environmental  effects  of  each.  The 
alternatives  studied  are: 


Alternati  ve  A 


An  alternative  based  on  redevelopment  concepts  from  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  as  proposed  by  the  SanErancisco 
Redevelopment  Agency.  This  alternative  represents  the 
maximum  development  under  the  Proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan.  The  details  of  this  alternative  are 
presented  and  discussed  further  in  Section  IV,  Proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan; 


AlternativeB 


A  second,  higher-density,  redevelopment  alternative. 
This  alternative  has  approximately  half  again  as  much 
housing  and  about  four  times  the  office  space  of  the 
Proposed  Plan; 


Alternative  C 


the  No-Project  alternative,  which  would  retain  present 
uses  in  the  area  and  allow  new  development  or  expansion 
of  existing  uses  to  occur  according  to  existing  zoning  anu 
market  forces. 
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Because  there  are  fundamental  differences  in  the  level  of  detail  at  which  each  of  the 
alternatives  could  be  defined,  the  level  of  detail  of  the  analysis  differs  for  each.  In  each 
case,  the  analysis  is  carried  out  at  a  depth  of  inquiry  and  level  of  detail  which  is 
appropriate  to  each  alternative,  and  which  is  sufficient  to  support  the  comparison  of  the 
alternatives  and  selection  of  a  candidate  project.  Maximum  development  under  the 
Proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  is  represented  by  Al ternative  A,  which  is  described 
generally  in  Section  III  (Alternatives),  and  in  more  detail  in  Section  IV  (Proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan).  Alternatives  B  and  C  are  also  described  in  Section  III.  For  each 
alternative,  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  presented  in  Section  V.,  Setting,  Impacts 
and  Mitigation  Measures,  at  a  level  of  detail  commensurate  with  the  description  of  each 
alternative. 

Because  each  of  the  alternatives  has  been  conceived  only  at  a  "master  plan"  level  of 
detail,  it  was  necessary  to  use  a  "generic"  approach  to  analyze  impacts  and  to  define 
measures  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts  of  each  alternative.  This  means  that  impacts  were 
projected  on  the  basis  of  known  general  relationships  among  the  kinds  of  land  uses 
proposed  (such  as  residential,  office,  retail  commercial,  warehousing,  recreation,  etc.), 
the  existing  planning  framework  (including  zoning  and  height  and  bulk  regulations),  and 
the  specific  physical  and  social  effects  (such  as  population  density,  traffic  loads,  water 
use,  solid  waste  generation,  public  service  needs,  etc.)  which  would  result.  The  results  of 
such  a  "generic"  analysis  are  less  precise  than  results  of  an  analysis  of  a  project  for  which 
all  details  are  known,  but  these  results  provide  sufficient  information  to  support  an 
evaluation  of  the  relative  merits  and  disadvantages  of  the  alternatives  studied.  CEQA 
guidelines  state  that: 

All  public  and  private  activities  pursuant  to  or  in  furtherance  of  a  redevelopment 
plan  constitute  a  single  project  which  shall  be  deemed  approved  at  the  time  of 
adoption  of  the  redevelopment  plan  by  the  legislative  body. 

NOTE  -  Introduction 

/ 1/  Information  provided  in  this  section  was  abstracted  from  Port  of  San  Francisco; 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning;  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
August  1979,  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey,  Technical  Report. 


5 


II.         PLANNING  AND  REGULATORY  CONTEXT 


A.         PLANNING  ACTIONS 

Planning  to  Date.  The  public  policy  framework  for  the  proposed  project  is  derived  from 
The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in 
January  1 977  as  an  element  of  the  Master  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  amended  in  January  1980;  the  Maritime  Strategy  issued  by  the  Port  of  San  Francisco 
in  June  1979  as  a  statement  of  maritime  and  land-use  objectives  of  the  Port;  the  Special 
Area  Plan  No.  1  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  (3CDC)  in  April  1  975;  and  the  Total  Design  Plan  required  by  the  Special  Area 
Plan  No.  1  which  was  approved  by  the  Port  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission  in 
January  1980,  and  by  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  in  June  1980. 
These  served  as  the  basis  for  the  Preliminary  Plan  of  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach 
Redevelopment  Project  which  was  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  by 
Resolution  No.  8483  on  January  31 ,  1980,  pursuant  to  the  requirement  of  Section  33322  of 
Chapter4,  Part  1  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  —  the  Community 
Redevelopment  Law. 

During  the  1960s  the  changing  character  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  area,  resulting 
from  a  lessening  of  break-bulk  maritime  activities,  became  apparent.  Planning  for  the 
area  resulted  in  the  adoption  in  1969  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  of  a  Northern 
Waterfront  Plan  as  an  element  of  the  Master  Plan.  This  area-specific  plan  provided  for  a 
range  of  uses  and  covered  the  waterfront  and  adjacent  inland  areas  from  Aquatic  Park  to 
China  Basin.  It  was  in  1969  that  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  its  properties  were 
transferred  from  State  to  City  jurisdiction. 

In  1973  a  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  was  established  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
with  representation  from  citizen  groups  as  well  as  from  the  Department  of  City  Planning, 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission.  The  efforts  of  th is  Committee,  in 
fulfillment  of  its  planning  purpose,  led  to  the  adoption  by  BCDC  in  1975  of  the  Special 
Area  Plan  No.  1  covering  the  San  Francisco  Waterfront  from  the  Hyde  St.  Pier  to  India 
Basin.  Subsequently  the  Northern  Waterfront  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan 
was  replaced  by  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan  in  1977  (and  by  amendments  adopted 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  1980)  which  reflected  changes  in  concepts  and 
policies  of  relevant  public  agencies. 

In  1977  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designated  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  as  a  Survey  Area 
to  determine  the  feasibility  of  improvement  of  the  area  through  redevelopment  or 
alternative  methods.  The  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  was  a  joint  undertaking  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Port  of  San  Francisco 
with  a  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (NEWAC)  created  to  provide  citizen 
review  and  comment.  The  Survey  culminated  in  a  Technical  Report  issued  in  August 
1979.  The  report  recommended  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  modify  the  Master 
Plan.  The  Master  Plan  has  been  amended,  as  described  above. 
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The  Technical  Report  pointed  out  that  a  Total  Design  Plan,  prepared  by  relevant  local 
agencies,  was  required  by  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  as 
recommended  in  its  adopted  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1  for  the  water  area  and  the  area 
100  feet  inland  of  the  bulkhead  wall  along  that  portion  of  the  waterfront  extending  from 
Broadway  to  the  Bay  Bridge.  This  area  includes  a  waterfront  strip  in  the  Rincon  Point 
sub-area  extending  from  about  100  feet  north  of  Howard  St.  to  Pier  24  approximately 
opposite  Harrison  St.   A  Total  Design  Plan  for  this  area  was  approved  by  the  Port 
Commission  on  January  9,  1 980,  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  January  31,1 980,  and 
by  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  June  5,  1980. 

Finally,  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  January  31,  1980,  by  Resolution  No.  8483, 
adopted  a  Preliminary  Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  in 
accordance  with  Section  33322  of  the  Community  Redevelopment  Law.  Subsequently,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  prepared  the  Draft  Proposed  Redevelopment  Plan,  July  17,  1980  in 
consultation  with  the  City  Planning  Commission,  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  other  City 
departments  and  public  agencies. 

Future  Planning.  In  addition  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  prepared  in  accordance  with 
Section  33330-33344  of  the  Community  Redevelopment  Law,  a  report  is  being  prepared  by 
the  Agency  staff  on  the  Plan  for  use  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Formal  reviewing 
agencies  include  the  City  Planning  Commission,  which  must  report  on  conformity  of  the 
Plan  to  the  Master  Plan  and  make  recommendations  regarding  approval  of  the  Plan,  and 
the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  subsequently  would  hold  a  joint  public  hearing  prior  to  any  action  of  the  plan. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  approve  the  Plan  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would 
adopt  the  Plan,  thus  permitting  project  implementation. 

Subsequent  to  adoption  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  specific  development  plans  would  be 
prepared  for  specific  sites  by  private  land  owners  or  developers  or  by  public  agencies  as 
appropriate.  Such  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  by  the 
Director  of  City  Planning,  who  would  make  pertinent  recommendations  concerning  design 
issues  of  such  plans. 

» 

B.         REGULATORY  ACTIONS 

The  principal  regulatory  actions  required  to  implement  the  redevelopment  of  the  project 
area  would  be  taken  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  prepare  and/or  approve  specific 
plans  within  the  project  area,  and  would  prepare  and  approve  development  agreements. 

All  actions  required  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  precede  approval  of  site 
and  building  permits  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  and  issuance  by  the  Central 
Permit  Bureau.  Each  building  permit  application  would  be  reviewed  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  prior  to  its  approval  to  ensure  that  development  conforms  to  the 
Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan. 

On  sites  which  are  under  the  ownership  and  administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Port 
Commission,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Port  Commission  would  share 
responsibility  for  the  preparation  of  master  leases  to  developers. 
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C.        EIR/EIS  ACTIONS 


As  described  in  Section  I,  this  report  has  been  prepared  as  a  combined  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  under  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  under  the  provisions  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  responsible  for 
preparing  the  report,  conducting  a  joint  public  hearing  (with  the  City  Planning 
Commission),  responding  to  comments,  and  certifying  the  EIR/S  under  CEQA  and  NEPA. 
Such  actions  are  required  before  Project  implementation  actions  may  be  undertaken. 

D.        SUMMARY  OF  ACTIONS,  REVIEWS  AND  APPROVALS 

Table  1  presents  a  summary  of  actions,  reviews  and  approvals,  that  would  be  required  for 
implementation  of  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan. 


TABLE  I:     SUMMARY  OF  FUTURE  ACTIONS,  REVIEWS  AND  APPROVALS 
BY  AGENCY  AND  BY  TYPE  OF  ACTION 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 


Agency 


Action 


Type  of  Action 


Redevelopment  Agency 


Prepare  Redevelopment  Plan 
and  a  report  thereon 


Administrative 


Redevelopment  Agency 


Conduct  hearing  with 
CPC,  respond  to  comments, 
and  certifiy  the  Final 
EIR/S 


Legislati  ve 


City  Planning  Commission 
(CPC) 


Report  on  conformity  of 
Redevelopment  Plan  to 
Master  Plan 


Mandatory  Referral 


Redevelopment  Agency 


Approve  Redevelopment  Plan 


Legislativ  e 


Board  of  Supervisors 


Adopt  Redevelopment  Plan 


Legislati  ve 


Redevelopment  Agency 


Negotiate  with  property 
owners  concerning  owner 
participation  and  property 
acquisition.  Undertake  land 
assembly,  business 
relocation,  site  clearance 
and  preparation.  Dispose 
of  land  when  development 
plans  are  approved 


Administrative 


I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

I 

i 
I 
i 
i 
I 
i 
i 


III.  ALTERNATIVES 


INTRODUCTION 

Each  of  the  development  alternatives  discussed  herein  must  be  considered  in  the  context 
of  other  developments  and  transit  projects  now  proposed  for  or  underway  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Northeast  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  area.  Among  these  private  and  public  project  - 
are:  remodeling  of  the  Eerry  Building;  construction  of  a  Promenade  along  The 
Embarcadero  south  of  the  Eerry  Building;  the  development  of  The  Embarcadero  with  ;i 
four-lane  surface  roadway;  the  planning  for  the  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  waterfront  r  til 
E-Line  along  The  Embarcadero,  connecting  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  (SP)  Station 
with  Eisherman's  Wharf;  the  extension  of  the  MUNI  Metro  system  from  the  foot  of  Marl 
to  the  SP  Station,  with  an  Embarcadero  Station  passenger  connection  to  the  E-Line;  and 
proposed  new  office  and  commercial  developments  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
Redevelopment  area.  Each  of  the  Alternatives  discussed  herein  takes  into  account  these 
factors  as  they  contribute  to  the  setting  against  which  the  impacts  occur. 

However,  the  possible  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Ereeway  and  the  related  develop  m  nl 
of  transit,  parking  and  roadway  modifications  result  in  a  second,  anu  quite  different, 
setting  or  context  for  the  Alternatives.  The  effects  of  each  Alternative  in  a  setting 
which  includes  the  existing  Ereeway  are  presented  under  Case  1;  the  effects  of  each 
Alternative  in  a  setting  from  which  the  Embarcadero  Ereeway  has  been  removed  are 
presented  under  Case  2. 


A.         ALTERNATIVE  A  -  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN  AS  PROPOSED 


A.l       CASE  1 

Alternative  A  consists  of  the  implementation  of  a  series  of  redevelopment  actions 
together  with  certain  street  modifications  which  would  be  included  as  a  part  of  the 
Project.  The  proposed  generic  land  uses  and  the  accompanying  street  modifications  are 
presented  herein.  These  proposed  uses  are  described  in  detail  in  Section  IV,  The  Proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan,  p.  23. 

RINCON  POINT  LAND  USE 

Development  within  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  be  preceded  by  the  demolition  of 
existing  structures  in  the  sub-area,  with  the  exception  of  the  existing  Rincon  Annex  Post 
Office  structure,  which  would  be  adapted  for  reuse.  Existing  land  uses  are  listed  under 
Alternative  C  and  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  V.A,  Land  Use,  Zoning,  Aesthetics,  p.  29, 
Table  2,  p.  1  3,  lists  the  generic  land  uses  proposed  for  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  under 
Alternative  A.  Also  see  Eigure  3,  p.  12. 

RINCON  POINT  PRINCIPAL  STREETS 

The  Embarcadero  would  be  re-routed  along  Steuart  St.  from  Howard  to  Harrison, 
intersections  at  Howard,  Eolsom,  and  Harrison  Sts. 
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FIGURE  3 
ALTERNATIVE  A 
RINCON  POINT  SUB-AREA 


Folsom  St.  east  of  Steuart  may  be  closed. 

Mission  St.  may  be  closed  from  Spear  to  The  Embarcadero. 

Steuart  St.  may  be  closed  to  through  traffic  from  Mission  to  Howard, 


TABLE  2:     PROPOSED  GENERIC  LAND  USES 
RINCON  POINT  SUB-AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Assessor^ 

Block  No.  Office 


(sq  ft)        (sq  ft) 


37  15 
3716 
3741 
3742/3743 


80,000 
200,000 


35,000 
65,000 
12,000 


OTALS       280,000  112,000 


400 
130 


530 


800 


800 


400 
300 


700 


Retail 

Commerce      Housing       Hotel         Park ing      Open  Space 
(units)         (units)         (spaces)  (acresj 


6.5  (park) 
6.5 


SOUTH  BEACH  LAND  USE 

Development  within  the  South  Beach  sub-area  would  be  preceded  by  the  demolition  of 
most  existing  structures  in  the  sub-area,  with  the  possible  exception  of  four  existing 
historic  warehouses  and  two  additional  structures.  Existing  land  uses  are  listed  under 
Al ternative  C.  Table  3,  p.  15,  lists  the  generic  land  uses  proposed  for  the  South  Beac  i 
area  under  Alternati  ve  A.  Also  see  Figure  4,  p.  14. 

SOUTH  BEACH  PRINCIPAL  STREETS 

The  principal  streets  would  include  Bryant  St.,  The  Embarcadero  (from  Bryant  to 
King  ),  King  St.  (from  The  Embarcadero  to  Second),  Second  St.,  and  BrannanSt. 

Berry  St.  would  be  closed  east  of  Second,  and  The  Embarcadero  would  be  closed 
south  of  King. 

The  following  additional  streets  may  be  closed  to  through  traffic:  Beale  St.  from 
Bryant  to  Brannan;  FremontSt.  from  Brannan  to  The  Embarcadero;  and  Second  St. 
from  King  to  Berry. 

The  following  streets  may  be  closed  to  through  traffic  and  improved  as  walkways, 
allowing  only  limited  local  and  service  vehicle  access:  Townsend  St.  between  Second 
and  The  Embarcadero;  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.  between  Townsend  and  Brannan;  and 
First  St.  between  The  Embarcadero  and  Bryant. 

SPECIFIC  ON-SITE  AND  OFF-SITE  TRANSPORTATION  CHANGES 

No  transit  improvements  in  addition  to  the  E-Line  development  and  MUNI  Metro 
extension  are  assumed. 
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TABLE  3:     PROPOSED  GENERIC  LAND  USES 
SOUTH  BEACH  SUB-AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Assessor's 
Block  No. 


3766 
3773 
3774  * 
3789 
3790 
3791 
3792 
3793 
3801/3802 


Office 
(sq  ft) 


Piers  40/42/44/46A 
TOTALS  0  ** 


Retail 
Commerce 
(sq  ft) 

12,000 

55,000 
128,700 

60,000 


Housing 
(un  its) 


802 
242 
413 
153 

188 
167 


12,000  +  ++ 
267,700  +++  1965 


Open  Space  Warehouse 
Tacres)  (sq  ft) 


90,000 


7.0  (park) 
400  boat  slips 

7.0 


90,000  * 


*    Industrial  use  kept,  part  Lot  24;  structure  on  Lot  18  remains  warehouse. 
**    Office  use  (ILWU  building)  to  remain. 
+    Marina  support  activities  on  Pier40  in  addition  to  12,000  sq.  ft.  commercial  use 
near  Pier  44. 

++     Restaurant  in  an  existing  ship  (now  between  Piers42  and  44)  to  remain. 

NOTES:  The  above  notes  refer  to  certain  existing  structures  in  the  Project  area;  these 
are  discussed  in  Section  V.A,  Land  Use,  Zoning,  Aesthetics,  p.  29. 


Parking  provided:  1  per  dwelling  unit  and  5  per  1000  sq.  ft.  commercial. 


A.2      CASE  2 

Alternative  A,  under  the  Case  2  setting,  would  include  the  same  redevelopment  program, 
land  uses,  and  street  improvements  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  sub-areas  as  under 
Case  1.  The  generic  land  uses  in  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas  are 
presented  in  Table  2,  p.  13,  and  Table  3,  p.  15.  The  only  distinction  would  be  that  design 
changes  might  be  made  on  the  Hotel  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  in  the  absence  of  the 
constraints  imposed  by  the  presence  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 

In  contrast  to  the  Case  1  setting,  the  Case  2  setting  would  include  the  roadway  and  related 
transportation  modifications  noted  below,  chiefly  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  These  modifications  are  not  related  to  redevelopment  plan  implementation 
activities,  nor  are  they  necessarily  within  the  authority  of  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  propose  nor  to  implement;  however,  these  transportation 
changes,  which  have  been  previously  studied,  have  potentially  substantial  interactions 
with  the  redevelopment  actions  proposed.  Thus,  in  order  to  provide  a  thorough  analysis, 
these  modifications  (discussed  below)  are  considereo  under  Case  2  for  the  purposes  of  this 
study. 
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SPECIFIC  ON-SITE  AND  OFF-SITE  TRANSPORTATION  CHANGES 

The  original  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (1979)  included  in  its  analysis  a  major 
scenario  which  focused  on  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  the  development 
of  a  number  of  auxiliary  actions  to  mitigate  the  adverse  impacts  of  the  removal.  These 
changes,  considered  to  be  an  integral  part  of  the  Case  2  setting,  are  shown  in  Figure  5, 
p.  16,  and  described  below: 

Roadway  Modifications. 

The  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  its  ramps,  including  the  Washington  and  Broadway  on- 
and  off-ramps,  would  be  removed.  The  existing  Main  and  Beale  St.  ramps  accessing 
1-80  and  the  Bay  Bridge  would  be  retained,  but  connections  from  those  ramps  to  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  would  be  removed. 

Improvements  would  be  made  to  existing  1-80  ramps  between  Seventh  St.  and  the 
wa  terfront. 

Modifications  would  be  made  to  Bryant,  Harrison,  Second  and  Fourth  Sts.  to  improve 
traffic  flow  and  circulation;  transit  preference  corridors  would  be  developed  on 
Second  and  Fourth  Sts. 

Parking  Improvements. 

A  total  of  4500  intercept  parking  spaces  would  be  developed  south  of  Market  St., 
along  1-80  and  1-280.  About  1000  carpool  parking  spaces  would  be  developed  soutn  of, 
and  within  walking  distance  of  Market  St. 

Transit  Improvements. / 1  / 

A  series  of  transit  improvements,  in  addition  to  the  E-Line  development  and  MUNI 
Metro  extension,  would  be  made,  including: 

the  addition  of  25  buses  to  the  MUNI  system,  including  the  addition  of  20  buses 
to  provide  transit  connector  service  from  interceptor  parking  lots; 

the  addition  of  10  BART  cars  and  22  AC  Transit  buses  to  improve  service  from 
the  East  Bay; 

the  addition  of  5  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  to  improve  service  from 
MarinCounty;  and 

the  addition  of  5  SamTrans  buses  to  improve  service  from  San  Mateo  Count> , 
together  with  SP  rail  service  improvements. 

NOTE  -  Alternative  A 

/ 1/ Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  1980,  NEWS  Transportation  Technical  Reports. 
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B.        ALTERNATIVE  B  -  H1QHER-QEN SIJY,  REDE  VELQPivlENT 
B.  1  CA5^J_ 

Alternative  B  consists  of  the  implementation  of  a  series  ot  redevelopment  actions 
together  with  certain  street  modifications  which  would  be  included  as  a  part  of  this 
alternative.  The  proposed  generic  land  uses  and  the  accompanying  street  modi f icatiuns 
are  presented  herein. 

RINCON  POINT  LAND  USE 

Development  within  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  be  preceded  by  the  demolition  uf  ill 
existing  structures  in  the  sub-area,  with  the  exception  of  the  existing  Rincon  Annex  Post 
Off  ice  structure,  which  would  be  adapted  tor  reuse.  Existing  land  uses  are  aescribed 
under  AlternativeC  and  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  V.A,  Land  Use,  Zoning,  Aestheti 
p.  29.  Table  4,  p.  19,  lists  generic  land  uses  proposed  for  the  Kincon  Point  sub-area  under 
Alternative  B.  Also  see  Figure  6,  p.  18. 


TABLE  4:     POSSIBLE  OENERIC  LAND  OSES 
RINCON  POINT  SOB-AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  B 


Assessor's 
Block  No. 


3715 
3716 
3741 
3742/3743 

TUTALS 


Office 
(sg  ft) 


1,030,000  * 
90,000 


,120,000 


Retail 

Commerce  Housing 


(sg  ft) 


30,000 
23,000 
12,000 

67,000 


(units) 
30 
250 

280 


Open  Space 
nacres) 


6.5  (park) 
6.5 


*  Consists  of  200,000  sg  ft.  of  office  rehabilitation  and  83u,0U0  sq  ft.  of  new  office 
space. 


NOTE:  Parking  providea:  1  per  dwelling  unit  and  5  per  1000  sq.  ft.  commercial. 


RINCON  POINT  PRINCIPAL  STREETS 

All  streets  as  described  under  Alternative  A. 

SUOTH  BEACH  LAND  OSE 

Development  within  the  South  Beach  sub-area  would  be  preceded  Dy  the  demolition  of 
most  existing  structures  in  the  sub-area,  with  the  possible  exception  of  one  existing 
historic  warehouse  and  two  other  structures.  Existing  uses  are  descrioed  under 
AlternativeC,  following.  Table  5,  p.  21,  lists  generic  land  uses  proposed  for  the  Soutn 
Beach  area  under  Alternative  B  redevelopment.  See  Figure  7,  p.  20. 
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SOUTH  BEACH  PRINCIPAL  STREETS 

All  streets  as  described  under  Alternative  A. 

SPECIFIC  ON-SITE  AND  OFF-SITE  TRANSPORTATION  CHANGES 

No  transit  improvements  in  addition  to  the  E-Line  development  and  MUNI  Metro 
extension  are  assumed. 


TABLE  5:     POSSIBLE  GENERIC  LAND  USES 
SOUTH  BEACH  SUB-AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  B 


Assessor's 
Block  No. 


3766 
3773 
3774 
3789 

3790/3791 
3792 
3793 

3801 /3802 


Office 
(sq  ft) 


Piers  40/42/44/46A 


TOTALS 


Retail 
Comrne  rce 
(sq  ft) 


49,000 
90,000 
110,000 


12,000  +  ++ 
261,000  +  ++ 


Housing 
(un  its) 


1604 
400 
882 

376 
334 


Open  Space 
Tdcres) 

0.46 


3596 


7.0  (park) 
400  boat  slips 
7.46 


*    Office  use  (ILV7U  building)  to  remain. 

+    Marina  support  activities  on  Pier  40  in  addition  to  12,000  sq.  ft.  commercial  use 
near  Pier  44. 

++    Restaurant  in  an  existing  ship  (now  between  Piers  42  and  44)  to  remain. 

NOTES:  The  above  notes  refer  to  certain  existing  structures  in  the  Project  area;  these 
are  discussed  in  Section  V.A,  Land  Use,  Zoning,  Aesthetics,  p.  29. 


Parking  provided:  1  per  dwelling  unit  and  5  per  lOOOsq.  ft.  commercial. 


B.2      CASE  2 

Alternative  B,  under  the  Case  2  setting,  would  include  the  same  redevelopment  program, 
land  uses,  and  street  improvements  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  sub-areas  as  under 
Alternative  B,  Case  1.  In  contrast  to  the  Case  1  setting,  the  Case  2  setting  would  include 
the  roadway  and  related  transportation  modifications  noted  on  p.  17,  chiefly  the  removal 
of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 
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c. 


ALTERNATIVE  C  -  THE  NO-PROJECT  ALTERNATIVE 


C.l       CASE  1 

Alternative  C  is  the  NO-PROJECT  alternative.  Under  the  NO-PROJECT  alternative,  no 
Redevelopment  Agency  actions  would  be  taken  to  influence  development  within  either  of 
the  Project  sub-areas.  Thus,  existing  uses  would  remain,  and  new  uses  would  be 
developed,  subject  to  the  economic  forces  of  the  private  real  estate  market.  It  is 
assumed  for  the  purposes  of  this  analysis  that  all  existing  uses  would  remain  in  the 
foreseeable  future,  but  that  upgrading  and  replacement  of  uses  within  the  existing  zoning 
would  occur.  Existing  general  land  uses  which  are  considered  to  be  a  part  of 
Alternative  C  are  presented  in  Table  6,  p.  22.  All  growth  in  the  Project  area  is  assumed  to 
increase  the  number  of  commercial,  office  and  light  industrial  uses.  Such  growth  would 
occur  in  vacant  areas  first,  and  then  in  areas  now  used  for  parking.  Growth  would  occur 
at  a  moderate  rate  over  the  period  of  interest  solely  through  the  initiative  of  private 
developers  or  private  land  owners. 


TABLE  6:      PRESENT  LAND  USES  AND  SURFACE  AREAS 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
(Areas  in  square  feet) 


RINCON 

SOUTH 

POINT 

BEACH 

TOTAL 

Retail  Commercial 

17,802 

590,466 

608,268 

Retail  Office 

6,646 

0 

6,646 

Light  Industrial 

50,416 

181,206 

231,622 

Downtown  Support  Services 

151,250 

194,100 

345,350 

Public  Land  Downtown  Support  Parking 

96,808 

196,471 

293,279 

Vacant 

0 

71,000 

71,000 

All  Streets 

513,036 

955,763 

1,468,799 

All  Land 

835,958 

2,189,006 

3,024,964 

Open  water 

0 

1,319,807 

1,319,807 

Piers 

0 

664,200 

664,200 

All  Water  (Bay) 

0 

1,984,007 

1,984,007 

TOTAL 

835,958 

4,173,013 

5,008,971 

C.2       CASE  2 

The  No-Project  Alternative  would  be  the  same  under  the  Case  2  setting  as  under  the 
Case  1  setting.  Under  Case  2,  roadway  and  related  transportation  modifications,  chiefly 
the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  are  assumed;  see  Alternative  A,  Case  2,  p.  1  5. 
Effects  of  the  Case  2  setting  are  presented  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Assessment, 
Northeast  Waterfront  Survey,  (Jordan/Avent,  1979),  which  is  incorporated  by  reference; 
the  No-Project  Alternative  under  the  Case  2  setting  is  not  discussed  further  herein. 
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IV.         PROPOSED  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 


A.  INTRQDQCT1QN 

The  Proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  has  been  developed  through  the  combined  efforts  of 
the  staffs  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Port  of 
San  Francisco  together  with  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee 
(NEWAC).  The  proposed  plan  reflects  the  major  decisions  made  in  the  conduct  of  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  and  consolidates  public  input  and  review  together  with 
the  policy  and  planning  guidance  provided  by  tne  Port's  Maritime  Strategy,  bCDC's 
Special  Area  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Commission's  Plan  for  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront. 

B.  THE  PROPOSED  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 

The  Proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  contains  development  proposals  for  each  of  two 
subareas  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  area.  Each  of  the  subareas,  Rincon  Point 
and  South  Beach,  contains  a  number  of  Action  Sites,  for  which  some  general  and  some 
specific  redevelopment  actions  are  proposed.  The  various  redevelopment  action  proposals 
are  presented  here  at  the  level  of  detail  at  which  each  is  now  conceived. 

RINCON  POINT  LAND  OSE 

The  land  uses  proposed  for  the  area  are: 

Assessor's  Block  3715: 

Commercial:  Approximately  80, 00U  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  developed  in 
a  new  structure. 

Design  Considerations:  The  new  development  would  be  designed  with  consideration 
for  its  historic  environment  and  relationship  to  the  surrounding  buildings. 

Assessor's  Block  3716  (Rincon  Annex  Block): 

Commercial:  The  Rincon  Annex  Building,  including  the  lobby  and  murals  but 
excluding  the  separate  loading  dock  structures,  would  be  retained  and  restored  as  a 
historic  landmark.  The  adaptive  re-use  may  include  such  uses  as  a  local  post  office 
and/or  museum  in  the  lobby  area  and  about  200,000  square  feet  of  office  space  around 
a  possible  new  interior  court. 

Residential:  The  rear  or  southern  portion  of  the  Rincon  Annex  Block  would  be 
developed  with  approximately  400  housing  units  with  retail  use  on  the  ground  floor 
and  office  use  on  the  second  and  third  floors.  A  total  of  about  35,000  square  feet  of 
commercial  space  and  400  parking  spaces  would  be  provided. 
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Design  Considerations:  The  new  development  would  be  designed  with  consideration 
for  its  historic  environment  and  relationsnip  to  YMCA  -  East  Street  Row,  Rincon 
Annex  Building,  and  the  Ferry  Building. 

Assessor's  Block  3741: 

Hotel  Complex:  The  southern  portion  of  Block  3741  would  be  developed  with  an 
800  room  hotel  complex,  about  1  30  units  of  residential  housing,  65,000  square  feet  of 
commercial  retail  uses  and  a  300  space  garage. 

Design  Considerations:  The  hotel  would  be  designed  to  maximize  view  and  sunlight 
and  to  minimize  wind  exposure.  The  taller  elements  of  the  complex  would  be  located 
as  far  west  and  north  as  possible  to  reduce  shading  on  waterfront  open  spaces. 
Elevator  cores  and  service  areas  would  be  located  as  far  toward  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway  as  possible  to  screen  noise  and  minimize  impacts  on  the  rest  of  the  complex 
and  open  spaces.  Roof  surfaces  would  be  used,  as  feasible,  for  gardens,  terraces,  and 
balconies.  Balconies  would  be  designed  to  take  advantage  of  views  and  break  up  the 
building's  mass.  Light  colors  would  be  used  on  the  building  exteriors  and  bright 
accents  used  to  liven  surfaces.  Garage  access  would  be  from  Folsom  St. 

Assessor's  Blocks  3742  and  3743: 

Major  Park:  A  6.5  acre  park  would  be  developed  in  the  area  vacated  by  the  re-routing 
of  The  Embarcadero  onto  SteuartSt.  between  Howard  and  Harrison Sts.  In  addition, 
12,000  square  feet  of  the  area,  north  of  Folsom  St.,  would  be  developea  with  a 
restaurant(s). 

Design  Considerations:  The  public  park  would  be  adjacent  to  and  inland  of  the 
promenade.  The  park  would  be  oriented  to  the  Bay  and  would  be  intended  to  satisfy 
the  recreational  preferences  of  residents  rather  than  tourists.  Large  grassy  open 
areas,  a  range  of  recreational  equipment  including  play  structures,  a  tot  lot,  benches, 
game  tables  under  shelter,  and  restrooms  would  be  provided. 

Space  on  the  inland  site  north  of  Folsom  St.  would  be  used  for  "Tavern-on-the-Green" 
type  restaurant(s)  and  plaza.  Restaurant  design  would  include  opportunities  for 
indoor  and  outdoor  dancing  and  dining  and  for  special  events.  Hard-surface  plaza 
areas  and  terraces  of  varied  elevations  would  be  developed  adjacent  to  the 
restaurant(s).  Landscaping  and  glass  screens  would  be  used  to  protect  these  areas 
from  winds.  If  feasible,  outdoor  heating  would  be  provided  in  selected  areas  to 
extend  the  seasonal  and  night-time  comfortable  usage  of  plazas.  Restaurant(s)  would 
be  encouraged  to  expand  their  seating  into  portions  of  the  plazas  but  design  would 
ensure  that  the  plazas  do  not  become  the  sole  territory  of  private  establishments. 
Seating  which  does  not  require  patronage  of  adjacent  restaurants  would  be  provided 
in  the  plazas. 

RINCON  POINT  PRINCIPAL  STREETS 

The  alterations  to  principal  streets  would  include  the  re-routing  of  The  Embarcadero 
along  SteuartSt.  from  HowardSt.  to  HarrisonSt.  with  intersections  at  Howard,  Folsom, 
and  Harrison  Sts.  In  addition  the  following  street  closures  may  be  included:  Folsom  St., 
east  of  Steuart  St.;  Mission  St.,  from  Spear  St.  to  The  Embarcadero;  and  SteuartSt.,  from 
Mission  St.  to  Howard  St. 
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SOUTH  BEACH  LAND  USE 

The  land  uses  proposed  as  a  basis  for  redevelopment  are: 

Assessor's  Block  3766: 

Commercial:  12,000  square  feet  of  commercial  use  would  be  developed. 

Assessor's  Blocks  3773,  3790,  3792  and  3793: 

Residential:  Housing  would  be  developed  at  an  average  density  of  approximately 
90  units  per  acre,  according  to  the  following  distribution: 

Block  3773  -  802  dwelling  units; 

Block  3790  -  153  dwelling  units; 

Block  3792  -  188  dwelling  units;  and, 

Block  3793  -  167  dwelling  units. 

Design  Considerations:  Housing  would  be  developed  in  small  clusters  of  100  to  200 
units.  Housing  structures  would  have  a  range  of  building  heights  between  4  and  9 
stories  within  the  height  limits  existing  at  the  time  of  Plan  adoption,  with  the  lower 
heights  near  The  Embarcadero  and  taller  structures  further  inland.  The  mix  of  unit 
types  would  be  principally  one  and  two  bedrooms  but  would  include  some  three  and 
four  bedroom  units.  To  the  extent  feasible,  family  units  would  be  located  on  ground 
floor  levels  adjacent  to  open  space  and  recreational  areas.  Private  entryways  and 
open  space  would  be  provided  to  all  units. 

The  structures  and  dwelling  units  would  be  designed  to  express  character  and 
diversity  and  oriented  to  provide  privacy  and  security.  Design  features  would  include 
articulated,  multi-faceted  facades,  bay  windows,  cornice  lines,  roofscapes, 
overhangs,  towers  and  chimneys.  Locations  of  the  dwelling  units  would  maximize 
views  to  the  water  and  to  the  downtown  as  well  as  sun  exposure;  shading  of  open 
space  and  blocking  of  views  from  adjacent  areas  would  be  minimized.  Varied  light 
colors  would  be  used  to  break  up  the  mass  of  buildings. 

Most  parking  would  be  incorporated  as  part  of  the  building  within  the  housing 
clusters.  Residential  units  would  be  located  above  parking  structures  to  minimize 
differential  settlement.  Parking  structures  would  have  controlled  vehicular  access 
points  and  direct  access  to  residential  units  for  increased  security.  Additional  guest 
and  service  parking  for  the  residential  units  would  be  in  street  right-of-ways  or 
adjacent  to  the  clusters.  Garages  may  be  only  a  half  level  below  grade  due  to  the 
high  water  table;  exposed  garage  edges  would  be  landscaped  or  buffered.  Planting 
wells  would  be  used  to  allow  large  trees  to  grow  within  residential  clusters.  To  the 
extent  feasible,  portions  of  the  garage  roofs  not  covered  by  structures  would  be 
improved  for  walkways  and  recreation  areas. 

Residential  development  plans  include  a  unit  mix  goal  of  20%  low-,  30%  moderate- 
and  50%  market-rate  housing,  with  a  mix  of  rental,  cooperative,  and  condominium 
un  its. 
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Assessor's  Blocks  3774  and  3789: 


Residential:  Housing  would  be  developed  according  to  the  following  distribution: 

Block  3774  -     242  dwelling  units;  and, 
Block  3789  -     4 1 3  dwelling  units 

Design  Considerations:  See  Design  Considerations,  above. 

Neighborhood  Commercial:  Commercial  areas  would  be  developed  with  facilities  for 
support  retail,  professional  services,  and  other  uses  oriented  to  the  needs  of  residents 
of  the  adjacent  housing  and  the  larger  South  of  Market  area.  The  warehouses  on  the 
west  side  of  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.  and  the  Cape  Horn  Warehouse  on  the  west  side  of 
First  St.  would  undergo  historic  restoration  and  may  continue  to  be  used  for 
warehousing.  Commercial  uses  would  be  developed  according  to  the  following 
distribution: 

Block  3774  -     55,000  square  feet  (24,000  and  6,000  square  feet  new, 

rehabilitation  of  25,000  square  feet  existing)  and  90,000  square 
feet  of  warehousing;  and 

Block  3789  -     128,700  square  feet  (90,000  square  feet  new  and  rehabilitation  of 
38,700  square  feet  existing). 

In  addition  to  and  in  conjunction  with  its  historic  restoration,  the  Oriental  Warehouse 
would  include  a  combination  of  such  uses  as  retail  commercial,  day-care,  recreation 
ana  service  facilities. 

Design  Considerations:  The  building  to  the  north  of  the  Oriental  Warehouse,  along 
the  line  of  Brannan  Street,  would  be  removed  to  enhance  the  form  and  visibility  of 
the  Warehouse.  The  exterior  facade  of  the  Oriental  Warehouse  would  be  maintained; 
those  windows  that  have  been  added  without  regard  to  the  general  appearance  of  the 
exterior  would  be  removed.  Portions  of  the  existing  paving  would  be  preserved  as  a 
public  plaza  and  setting  for  the  warehouse;  unused  spur  tracks  would  be  removed. 

Assessor's  Block  3791: 


Neighborhood  Commercial:  About  60,000  square  feet  of  commercial  uses  would  be 
developed  in  new  structures. 

Design  Considerations:  In  the  area  east  of  Fremont  Street,  south  of  Brannan  Street, 
and  west  of  The  Embarcadero,  commercial  buildings  would  be  placed  to  shield 
residential  areas  from  noise  of  adjacent  ship  repair  activity.  Architectural  design 
would  preserve  views  of  the  water  from  the  residential  areas.  Because  of  the 
visibility  from  adjacent  residences,  roof  design  considerations  would  include 
concealing  roof  equipment,  landscaping  of  flat  roofs  and  finishing  of  sloped  roofs. 
Exposed  parking  areas  would  be  extensively  landscaped.  Turf  block  paving  may  be 
used  instead  of  asphalt. 

Assessor's  Blocks  3801  and  3802: 


Major  Park  and  Open  Space:  A  7.0  acre  area  would  be  developed  for  recreational 
use7~In "addition,  the  office  use  (the  ILWU  building  now  located  on  The  Embarcadero 
north  of  Berry  Street)  would  remain. 
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Piers  40,  42,  44_and  46A^_ 


Small  Boat  Marina:  A  marina  would  be  developed  with  facilities  which  include  about 
400  slips  for  small  boats. 

Piers:  Pier 40  would  be  used  for  marina  support  activites;  a  full  range  of  services 
related  to  recreational  boating  would  be  provided,  including  such  uses  as  boat  building 
and  repair  facilites,  dry  dock  storage,  sail  making,  boat  sales  and  rental,  and  ship 
chandlery.  In  addition,  the  restaurant  use  in  an  existing  ship  (now  located  on  The 
Embarcadero  between  Piers  42  and  44)  would  remain. 


Design  Considerations:  Piers  42,  44,  and  46A  would  be  removed.  A  breakwater  would 
be  constructed  along  the  southern  end  of  the  harbor.  Public  access  would  be  provided 
and  public  fishing  encouraged  on  the  breakwater. 


SOUTH  BEACH  PRINCIPAL  STREETS  AND  WALKWAYS 


The  layout  of  principal  streets  includes  Bryant  St.,  The  Embarcadero  (from  Bryant  St.  to 
King  St.),  King  St.  (from  The  Embarcadero  to  Second  St.),  Second  St.,  and  Brannan  St. 
Berry  St.  east  of  Second  St.  and  The  Embarcadero  south  of  King  St.  would  be  closed.  The 
following  additional  streets  may  be  closed  to  through  traffic:  Beale  St.,  Fremont  St., 
First  St.,  Collin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.,  and  Second  St.  from  King  St.  to  Berry  St. 

Walkways  and  Open  Space:  The  following  streets  may  be  closed  to  through  traffic 
and  improved  as  walkways,  allowing  only  limited  local  and  service  vehicle  access: 
Townsend,  between  Second  and  The  Embarcadero;  Colin  P.  Kelly  Jr.,  between 
Townsend  and  Brannan;  and  FirstSt.,  between  The  Embarcadero  and  Bryant. 

A  major  plaza  may  be  developed  next  to  the  Oriental  Warehouse;  walkways  may 
connect  that  plaza  to  smaller  open  spaces  within  the  proposed  neighbomood. 

Design  Considerations:  Walkways  may  open  onto  small  plazas;  plazas  and  walkways 
may  be  placed  so  as  to  be  protected  from  winds.  Lighting,  walkways  design,  ingress 
and  egress  points  and  good  surveillance  by  building  orientation  may  be  used  to 
enhance  the  feeling  of  outdoor  security. 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Design  for  all  development  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Director  of  City  Planning  or  his 
designees.  In  the  event  of  a  disagreement  between  the  Director  of  City  Planning  arid  the 
Executive  Director  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  regarding  design,  the  matter  would  be 
resolved  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission. 
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V.         ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTINGS,  PROBABLE  IMPACTS,  AND  MITIGATION 
MEASORES 


A.         LAND  OSE,  ZONING,  VISOAL  AND  AESTHETIC 


LAND  OSE,  ZONING,  VISOAL  AND  AESTHETIC  SETTING 

Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Area.  The  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment 
Project  was  based  on  a  recommendation  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS) 
Technical  Report.  Covering  approximately  140  acres  located  on  the  northeast  corner  of 
the  San  Francisco  Peninsula,  the  survey  area  was  divided  into  the  Ferry  Building  Area 
(north  of  the  Bay  Bridge  to  Broadway)  and  the  North  China  Basin  Area  (south  of  the  Bay 
Bridge  to  China  Basin).  The  Rincon  Point  sub-area  is  located  within  the  Ferry  Building 
Area,  and  the  South  Beach  sub-area  is  located  within  the  North  China  Basin  Area. 

The  Ferry  Building  Area  included  port-related  activities  on  Piers  1-7  and  the  remnants  of 
Piers  14-24.  The  area's  other  major  features  are  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office,  some 
light  industrial  uses,  and  open  land  used  mainly  for  parking.  Outside  the  survey  area  to 
the  northwest  is  the  Financial  District. 

The  North  China  Basin  Area  included  Piers  26-46A  east  of  The  Emoarcadero.  Some  of 
these  piers  still  handle  shipping  activities  while  others  are  vacant  and  in  poor  repair. 
West  of  The  Embarcadero  industrial  and  warehouse  buildings  preoominate,  with  some 
commercial  uses  interspersed.  There  are  also  some  vacant  lands,  mostly  located  along 
railroaa  sidings  which  run  along  The  Embarcadero. 

Land  Ose 

Tne  Rincon  Point  sub-area  consists  of  approximately  19.00  acres,  of  which  1  2.00  acres  are 
streets.  The  second  highest  land  users  in  this  sub-area  are  the  state  and  federal 
governments.  The  federal  land  is  occupied  by  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office,  and  the 
state  lands  are  devoted  to  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  public  and  private  parking. 

The  South  Beach  sub-area  consists  of  approximately  50  acres  of  land  area,  of  which 
22  acres  are  streets.  The  next  highest  acreage  is  devoted  to  maritime  uses— Piers  40,  42, 
44  and  46A  (15.25  acres)  are  owned  by  the  Port  of  San  Francisco;  this  is  followed  by 
commercial  and  industrial  uses,  which  occupy  23  acres,  and  railroad  tracks,  which  occupy 
5.5  acres. 

Zoning 

The  relevant  City  Planning  Code  land  use  (zoning)  districts  are  shown  in  Figure  8,  p.  30; 
Planning  Code  Height  and  Bulk  Districts  are  shown  in  Figure  9,  p.  32.  The  area  north  of 
Folsom  St.,  surrounding  and  including  the  Project  area,  is  predominantly  classifieo  by  the 
City  Planning  Code  as  a  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  use  district  and  C-3-S  (Downtown 
Support)  use  district,  with  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  classified  P  ^Public).  The  South 
Beach  sub-area  and  its  environs  are  designated  M-l  (Light  Industry)  and  M-2  (Heav 
Industrial),  with  small  pocket  areas  of  RC-2  (Residential-Commercial  Combinea  Districts, 
Moderate  Density)  and  P  (Public)  districts  west  of  the  Project  area  in  and  near  South 
Park.  See  also  Tables  7  and  8,  pp.  31  and  33. 
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FIGURE  8 

PLANNING  CODE  LAND  USE  (ZONING)  DISTRICTS 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 


30 


TABLE  7:     LAND  USE  AND  ZON ING  BY  BLOCK 
RINCON  POINT  SUB-AREA 


Block  3715 


Block  3716 


bounded  by  Mission  St.,  The  Embarcadero,  and  Howard  and 
Steuart  Sts.,  is  mostly  in  commercial  and  hotel  use,  with  some  public 
parking.  Only  the  southern  quarter  of  this  block,  that  portion  south  of 
the  YMCA  Hotel,  is  in  the  Project  area.  The  portion  within  the 
Project  area  is  zoned  C-3-S  and  is  in  an  84-E  height  and  bulk  district. 

bounded  by  Mission,  Steuart,  Howard,  and  Spear  Sts.,  houses  only  the 
Rincon  Annex  Post  Office.  (Zoning  -  P;  height  and  bulk  district  - 
240-G.) 


Block  3741 


bounded  by  Howard,  Steuart,  Folsom,  and  Spear  Sts.,  has  a  variety  of 
uses.  A  little  over  half  of  the  land  is  occupied  by  public  parking  lots 
and  a  warehouse.  The  remainder  of  the  land  is  in  retail  commercial 
uses,  an  appliance  and  grocery  warehouse  and  a  sail  manufacturing 
company.  The  block  is  divided  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway;  only  the 
area  south  of  the  Freeway  is  within  the  Project  area.  (Zoning  -  C-3-S; 
height  and  bulk  district  -  240-G.) 


Block  3742 


Block  3743 


bounded  by  Howard  St.,  The  Embarcadero,  and  Folsom  and  Steuart 
Sts.,  is  divided  into  two  uses.  The  major  land  use  here  is  the  Marine 
Terminals  Equipment  Company.  The  other  land  use  is  parking  on  land 
owned  by  the  state.  (Zoning  -  C-3-S;  height  and  bulk  district  -  84-E.) 

bounded  by  Folsom  St.,  The  Embarcadero,  and  Steuart  St.,  is  owned  by 
the  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  is  used  by  Hills  Brothers  Coffee  for 
employee  parking.  (Zoning  -  M-l;  height  and  bulk  district  -  84-E.) 


Visual  and  Aesthetics 

The  overall  visual  characteristics  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Area  genera, 
apply  to  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas.  The  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Survey  Area  was  once  a  vital  area  of  San  Francisco,  with  thriving  maritime  and  related 
activities  which  contributed  to  the  City's  economic  well-being.  Over  the  35  years  since 
World  War II,  activity  in  the  area  has  declined.  On  the  waterfront  proper  there  are 
abandoned  and  decaying  piers,  some  destroyed  by  fire,  with  port  and  non-port  activities 
centering  around  the  Ferry  Building.  Inland,  the  overall  impression  is  of  visual 
incoherence,  with  vacant  lots  and  parking  lots  interspersed  with  industrial  buildings  and 
warehouses.  There  are  few  trees  or  plants  and  the  streets  are  generally  in  poor  repair. 

The  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  has  been  well  maintained.  It  is  noted  for  its  murals  by 
Anton  Refregier  depicting  episodes  in  the  history  of  California.  It  is  scheduled  to  close  in 
1982,  being  replaced  by  a  new  facility  at  the  India  Basin  Industrial  Park  being  developed 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
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/HEIGHT  * 
*nd  BULK 
OISTRICTS 

HEIGHT  ABOVE 
WHICH  MAXIMUM 
DIMENSIONS  APPLY 

MAX  1  MUM 
BUILDING 
LENGTH 

MAXIMUM  \ 

DIAGONAL 

DIMENSION 

700-1 

150' 

170' 

200' 

600-1 

150' 

170' 

200' 

500-1 

150' 

170' 

200' 

450-1 

150' 

170 ' 

200' 

400-1 

150' 

170 

200' 

320-1 

150' 

170' 

200' 

240-6 

80' 

170' 

200' 

150-X 

BULK  LIMITS  NOT  APPLICABLE 

130-G 

80' 

170' 

200' 

105-F 

80' 

170' 

140' 

84-X-2 

BULK  LIMITS  NOT  APPLICABLE 

84- J 

40' 

260' 

300' 

84- E 

65' 

110' 

140' 

80- » 

60' 

250 

300' 

50- X 

BULK  LIMITS  NOT  APPLICABLE 

40-X 

BULK  LIMITS  NOT  APPLrtfiftBLE 

OS 

CONFORMITY  WITH  OBJECT  1 VES, PRINCIPLES 
AND  POLICIES  OF  THE  HASTER  PLAh  J 

limits  in  feet. 


Assessor  Block  Numbers) 


FIGURE  9 

PLANNING  CODE  HEIGHT  AND  BULK  DISTRICTS 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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TABLE  8:     LAND  USE  AND  ZONING  BY  BLOCK 
SOUTH  BEACH  SUB-AKEA 


13 lock  3  766 


Block  3773 


the  small  portion  at  Bryant  and  Beale  Sts.  is  used  for  public  parking. 
(Zoning  -  M-l;  height  and  bulk  district  -  105-E.) 

bounded  by  Bryant,  Beale,  Brannan  aid  Eirst  Sts.,  houses  th>' 
United  States  Postal  Service  equipment  repair  building,  and  some 
commercial  uses  such  as  a  marine  supply  business.  (Zoning  - 
height  and  bulk  district  -  105-E.) 


Block  3774 


west  of  Eirst  St.  between  Bryant  and  Brannan  Sts.  has  some  vacant, 
land.  Only  the  eastern  quarter  of  this  block,  occupied  pri  narily  by 
warehouses,  is  within  the  Project  sub-area.  (Zoning,  northern  h 3l f  uf 
block  -  M-l,  southern  half  of  block  -  M-2;  neight  and  bulk  district  - 
105-E.) 


Block  3789 


bounded  by  Brannan,  Eirst,  Townsend  and  Second  Sts.,  has  a  variety  of 
uses;  the  largest  are  the  Oriental  Warehouse  and  associated  publi 
parking.  Other  uses  are  two  commercial  businesses,  public  parking 
lots  and  railroad  tracks.  (Zoning  -  M-2;  height  and  bulk  district  - 
105-E.) 


Blocks  3790^ 
379T  and  3792 


port  seawall  lots  south  of  Brannan  St.,  all  have  commercial 
businesses,  such  as  lumber  and  auto  parts.  (Zoning -M-2;  neight  .1  1  ; 
bulk  district  -  105-E.) 


Block  3793 


Blocks  3_801_ 
and"  3802 


between  Townsend  and  King  Sts.  and  abutting  Block  3792  at  the  cast, 
has  public  parking  and  a  small  commercial  business.  (Zoning -M-2; 
height  and  bulk  district  -  105-E.) 

bounded  by  King  and  Second  Sts.  and  The  Embarcadero,  are  seawall 
lots  and  are  occupied  by  a  cafe,  offices  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  and  Warehousemen's  Union,  and  vacant  land.  (Zoni  1  ; 
M-2;  height  and  bulk  district  -  40-X.) 


Piers  40,_42L 
44  and  46. 


this  area,  owned  by  the  Port  of  San  Erancisco,  consists  of  old  finger 
piers  used  for  maritime  and  nonmaritime  purposes.  A  iieliport  is  on 
Pier46A  (Zoning  -  M-2;  height  and  bulk  district  -  40-X.) 


The  sub-areas,  which  are  generally  flat,  can  be  considered  visually  blighted.  In  the  Rincon 
Point  sub-area  this  is  aggravated  by  the  presence  of  tne  70-foot-high  Embarcadero 
Ereeway,  which  was  built  without  regard  for  the  appearance  of  buildings  such  as  the  Eerry 
Building  and  its  tower,  or  the  YMCA  Hotel,  or  for  the  effects  of  the  structure  on 
occupants  of  these  buildings. 
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TOP 

A.  Looking  east  from  The  Embarcadero 
near  Howard  St.,  shows  an  unimpeded 
view  of  the  Bay  Bridge  and  Yerba  Buena 
Island  (the  open  view  results  from  the 
removal  of  Pier  16).  Occupants  and 
users  of  the  proposed  mixed-use  activity 
area  east  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway 
would  have  a  similar  view.  From  points 
west  of  the  Freeway,  Bay  views  would  be 
impeded  by  the  freeway  structure.  The 
ornamental  light  standard  seen  is  the 
type  designed  in  1971;  these  light 
standards  would  be  retained  on  The 
Embarcadero. 

RIGHT 

B.  From  The  Embarcadero  looking 
north,  this  view  is  dominated  by  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway,  which  blocks  the 
view  of  the  historic  YMCA  building. 
Under  the  Case  1  setting,  the  freeway 
would  remain  visible  to  users  of  the 
mixed-use  district  and  to  residents. 
Under  the  Case  2  setting,  the  freeway 
structure  would  be  removed. 


FIGURE  10 
PHOTOGRAPHS 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH 
REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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The  Embarcadero  Freeway  blocks  sightlines  from  Telegraph  Hill  and  most  views  of  the 
pier  bulkhead  structures  and  The  Embarcadero.  From  Potrero  Hill,  unbroken  views  of  the 
northeastern  waterfront  are  limited  to  those  of  the  water  surface  and  Piers  26  through 
46A.  The  visual  setting  at  several  locations  within  the  Project  area  is  shown  by 
photographs  in  Figure  10,  pp.  34-  38. 

LAND  USE,  ZONING,  VISUAL  AND  AESTHETIC  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
C  ase  1 

Conformance  to  Plans  and  Policies 

The  proposed  plan  is  in  conformance  with  all  pertinent  plans  and  policies,  including  the 
M  aster  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the  Maritime  Strategy  of  the  Port 
of  San  Francisco,  and  The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  as  amended  by 
Resolution  8481  of  the  Planning  Commission  on  January  31,  1980.  The  proposed  plan  is 
also  in  conformance  with  the  Total  Design  Plan  reguired  by  the  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission  (BCDC)  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1,  which  was  recommended  b> 
the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on  September  12,  1979,  and 
approved  by  the  Port  Commission  on  January  9,  1  980,  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on 
January  31,1  980  and  by  BCDC  on  June  5,  1980.  These  plans  provide  for  balanced 
development  of  the  area,  with  maritime  activities  given  precedence.  Other 
recommendations  of  these  plans  include  provision  of  public  open  space  and  pedestrian 
access  to  the  waters  of  the  Bay  where  feasible,  appropriate  backup  uses  on  inland  sites, 
and  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 

The  policies  of  the  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1,  as  well  as  the  provisions  of  the 
McAteer-Petris  Act  under  which  BCDC  functions,  reguire  that  any  project  built  either  on 
fill  (new  piers  are  considered  fill  for  this  purpose)  or  on  the  shoreline  must  provide  public 
access  to  the  shoreline  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is 
currently  proposing  to  develop  a  waterfront  promenade  that  would  extend  from  the  Ferry 
Building  to  Pier 24.  The  proposed  park  development  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would 
adjoin  and  have  direct  access  to  the  waterfront  promenade  which  would  extend  almost  the 
full  length  of  the  shoreline  boundary  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  The  proposed 
promenade  would  provide  visual  and  physical  access  to  the  water  along  stairways  and 
upper  and  lower  level  vista  points.  At  Pier  22  1  /2,  just  outside  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area, 
the  Fire  Department  would  continue  to  dock  and  maintain  its  fireboat.  At  Pier  24, 
adjacent  to  the  sub-area,  historic  ships  would  be  docked;  they  would  contain  commercial 
and  recreational  uses  generally  accessible  to  the  public.  All  of  the  land  use  provisions  of 
the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  comply  with  the  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan. 

In  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  the  area  now  occupied  by  Piers  40,  42,  44  and  46A  would  be 
devoted  to  a  400-berth  boat  marina  and  support  facilities.  Public  access  to  the  Bay 
waters  would  be  made  available  at  the  marina.  Near  the  South  beach  sub-area  Piers  26 
through  38  would  be  maintained  for  continued  maritime  use  or  related  activities  such  as 
ship  repair.  Public  access  would  be  generally  denied  at  these  piers  due  to  safety  and 
security  factors. 
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top 

C.  rhis  view  is  between  Steuart  St.  on  the  right  and  The  Embarcadero  on  the  left,  looking 
south  from  Folsom  St.  The  roadway  of  The  Embarcadero  and  the  Belt  Line  and  MUNI 
rails  would  be  on  the  right,  and  the  park  and  promenade  would  be  on  the  left  side  of  this 
view.  Historic  ships  tied  up  at  the  adjacent  Pier  24  would  replace  the  building  at  the 
left.  The  Project  would  lead  to  the  removal  of  the  prominent  standard  size  billboard  next 
to  the  existing  rails. 

BOTTOM 

D.  This  view  is  from  King  St.  looking  northeast  across  The  Embarcadero  toward  Piers  38 
and  40.  This  would  be  part  of  the  view  of  the  occupants  of  the  residential  units  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  and  would  be  partially  visible  from  other 
sections  of  the  project.  The  presence  of  this  active  ship  repair  facility  would  provide  a 
sense  of  historical  continuity,  visual  interest  and  identity  to  the  area.  Direct  views  of  the 
day  would  be  blocked  in  most  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  between  Piers  32  through  40,  a 
maritime  area,  except  when  the  waterfront  area  is  not  occupied  by  ships. 


RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH 
REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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Land  Use 


Alternative  A  would  change  the  Project  area  from  a  small  fragmented  combination  of 
retail,  commercial  and  parking  lot  uses  to  a  unified  employment,  residential  and 
recreational  center  with  access  from  major  downtown  arteries. 

The  principal  changes  in  land  use  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  result  from  the 
completion  of  the  new  office  and  residential  uses  in  Block  37  16,  currently  occupied  by  the 
Rincon  Annex  Post  Office,  and  from  completion  of  the  hotel  complex  in  Block  3741.  The 
commercial  offices  and  residential  uses  on  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  block  would  be 
designed  to  preserve  the  Refregier  murals  and  the  lobby  space  they  occupy  as  a  public 
area.  The  new  development  would  replace  the  loading  docks  and  resultant  heavy  truck 
traffic  now  on  the  site.  The  hotel  would  encourage  and  attract  more  visitors  to  the 
Project  area.  Special  attention  would  be  given  to  the  design  of  the  proposed  hotel  to 
buffer  it  against  noise  from  the  double-decked  freeway  which  abuts  the  site. 

Also  included  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  be  a  large  park  providing  recreational 
and  leisure  activities  as  well  as  continuous  access  to  the  Bay  along  The Embarcadero  from 
the  Ferry  Building  to  Pier  24.  This  open  space  would  encourage  employees  and  visitors  to 
frequent  various  restaurants  and  other  commercial  attractions  of  the  waterfront  area. 
Existing  parking  lots  within  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  be  eliminated.  Parking 
facilities  would  be  located  in  the  proposed  hotel,  and  some  existing  lots  and  a  parking 
structure  located  outside  the  Project  area  (on  the  northern  and  western  boundaries)  would 
remain  to  serve  the  area. 

The  major  land-use  change  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area  would  be  the  development  of  the 
proposed  residential  community.  The  character  of  this  part  of  the  Project  area  would 
change  from  warehouse-industrial  to  a  more  residential  and  commercially  oriented  area. 
The  closing  of  Beale,  First,  Townsend,  and  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  Sts.  in  the  sub-area,  as  well 
as  The  Embarcadero,  Berry  and  Second  Sts.  south  of  King  St.  to  traffic  would  enhance  the 
compatibility  of  the  area  for  residential  use.  The  proposed  marina  would  support 
facilities  for  boaters  such  as  restaurants,  sanitation  facilities,  boat  maintenance  and 
repair,  sail  making,  boat  sales  and  related  uses.  Removal  of  the  piers  for  the  building  of 
the  marina  would  cause  the  present  heliport  on  Pier46A  to  relocate. 

The  provision  of  parking  beneath  the  residential  units  to  serve  the  proposed  residential 
and  commercial  developments  would  maximize  the  amount  of  land  available  for 
development.  A  parking  facility  for  commuters  is  proposed  for  the  north  side  of  Bryant 
St.  between  Main  and  Beale  Sts.  just  north  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  boundary. 

The  maritime  uses  which  would  be  retained  near  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  sub-areas 
would  be  served  by  the  San  Francisco  Belt  Railroad,  with  access  to  each  pier  shed  from  a 
main  track  located  in  the  median  of  The  Embarcadero  or  on  the  west  side  of  The 
Embarcadero.  Rail  access  to  the  piers  would  entail  the  use  of  spur  tracks  which  would 
cross  The  Embarcadero  from  the  main  track  of  the  Belt  Railroad  on  the  inland  side  of  The 
Embarcadero  to  each  of  the  piers.  This  historic  pattern  would  conflict  with  automobile, 
truck  and  bus  traffic  on  The  Embarcadero,  resulting  in  delays  when  rail  cars  are  switched 
back  and  forth  across  the  roadways. 
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Location  of  Views 


ABOVE 

E.  This  view  is  of  the  Oriental  Warehouse  on  First  St.  south  of  Brannan  St.  Built  in  1867, 
the  Oriental  Warehouse  is  the  oldest  surviving  warehouse  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area. 
The  project  plan  provides  for  the  physical  restoration  and  upgrading  of  the  structure  as  an 
historic  building  and  neighborhood  center. 


FIGURE  10  (Continued) 
PHOTOGRAPHS 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH 
REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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This  switching  activity,  and  the  noise  resulting  from  coupling  and  uncoupling  individual 
cars  from  trains,  would  have  a  noise  impact  on  the  proposed  residential  uses  in  Block  3773 
of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  between  Bryant  and  Brannan  Sts.  adjacent  to  the  switching 
points  (See  Noise,  Section  V.H,  p.  96).  Some  of  the  residential  uses  proposed  in  Assessor's 
Blocks  3792  and  3793  would  be  adjacent  to  the  Belt  Railroad  and  public  transit 
(Embarcadero  E-line)  on  King  St.  The  800-room  hotel  at  Folsom  and  Steuart  Sts.  would  be 
less  directly  affected  by  the  Belt  Railroad  since  there  would  be  no  switching  in  the 
vicinity,  and  access  to  the  waterside  park  and  promenade  would  be  controlled  by  traffic 
signals  at  Folsom  St.  and  TheEmbarcadero. 

Use  of  Seawall  Lots  229  and  230  (Assessor's  Block  3772,  outside  the  Project  area)  for  Belt 
Railroad  marshaling  and  for  maritime  trucking  would  tend  to  be  incompatible  with 
adjacent  residential  uses  proposed  in  Block  3773  west  of  Beale  St.  A  complete  physical 
separation  between  the  two  uses  would  be  reguired  for  safety,  and  a  landscaping  screen 
would  provide  a  means  of  visual  separation  (see  Mitigation  Measures  under  Alternative  A, 
p.  40. 

Zoning 

The  principal  zoning  change  reguired  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  be  to  change  the 
classification  of  Block  3716  from  OS  (Open  Space)  to  accommodate  the  proposed 
commercial  and  residential  uses.  An  extension  of  the  adjoining  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office) 
district  would  permit  these  uses. 

Block  3742  would  be  changed  from  C-3-S  to  OS  (Open  Space)  to  accommodate  the 
proposed  park  use.  Block  3743  would  be  changed  from  M-l  to  OS  to  accommodate  the 
proposed  park  use. 

The  precise  zoning  and  height  limit  changes  considered  most  appropriate  would  conform 
with  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  marina  and  pari'  would  be  reclassified  from  M-2  to  OS 
to  better  reflect  the  uses  proposed. 

Visual  and  Aesthetic 

Under  this  alternative  the  visual  guality  of  the  Project  area,  when  one  is  looking  out  over 
San  Francisco  Bay  towards  YerbaBuena  Island  and  the  East  Bay,  would  be  opened  up  and 
enhanced,  primarily  through  the  elimination  of  Piers  14  through  22  adjacent  to  the  Project 
area,  and  the  elimination  of  Piers  42  through  46A.  In  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  views 
toward  the  east  along  Howard  and  Folsom  Sts.  would  be  of  Yerba  Buena  Island  in  the 
distance  over  a  foreground  park  and  shoreline  promenade,  rather  than  of  pier  structures. 
With  removal  of  decaying  piers  and  of  parking  lots,  improvements  to  the  roadway  and 
track  alignments  along  TheEmbarcadero,  and  removal  of  free-standing  outdoor 
advertising  structures,  the  visual  appearance  of  the  entire  Project  area  would  become  one 
of  renewed  vitality  and  harmony. 

The  proposed  mixed-income  housing  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area  would  be  arranged  to 
maximize  residents'  views  of  the  Bay  and  downtown  and  to  preserve  views  toward  the 
Bay.  The  residential  structures  would  range  from  4  to  9  stories,  with  the  lower  buildings 
located  near  TheEmbarcadero  and  the  taller  structures  located  further  inland. 

Visual  impacts  from  various  locations  within  the  Project  area  are  described  in  the  text 
accompanying  Figure  10,  pp.  34-  38. 
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C  ase  2 


Land  Use 

Implementation  of  Alternative  A  under  the  Case  2  setting  would  cause  the  same  land  use 
changes  as  in  Alternative  A        under  the  Case  1  setting.  Elimination  of  The  Embarcadero 
Freeway  would  tend  to  attract  additional  traffic  to  The  Embarcadero  from  the  1-280 
off-ramp  at  Fourth  and  Berry  Sts.  and  from  and  to  the  Main  and  BealeSt.  ramps  at 
Mission  St.  (see  Transportation,  Section  V.F,  p.  67).  Removal  of  the  structure  would 
reduce  the  visual  obstructions  and  the  level  of  noise  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area. 
Alternative  A  would  conform  with  all  plans  and  policies  and  more  specifically  with  all 
features  of  the  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  as  amended  in  January  1980. 

Zoning 

Zoning  impacts  of  Alternati  ve  A  under  the  Case  2  setting  would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Case  1  setting. 

Visual  and  Aesthetics 

Removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  improve  the  harmony  of  scale  in  the  area, 
and  consequently  its  visual  quality.  With  the  removal  of  this  structure,  the  future 
occupants  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  have  unobstructed  views  of  the  Ferry 
Building,  the  Bay  Bridge,  East  Bay  and  Verba Buena  Island.  Views  of  the  Financial 
District  to  the  north  and  west  would  be  opened  up,  eliminating  a  visual  and  psychological 
barrier  between  the  two  areas.  The  character  and  visual  quality  of  the  proposed  800-room 
hotel  would  be  enhanced  by  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  The  historic 
YMCA  building,  outside  of  the  Project  area,  could  be  visually  integrated  into  the  Project 
area  under  this  setting. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1 

Land  Use 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developer  of  the  hotel  proposed  in 

Block  3742  to  design  the  structure  to  shield  occupants  from  noise  from  the  Embarcadero 

Freeway  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 

Physical  separation  of  the  residential  uses  in  Block  3793  from  the  traffic  on  King  St.  and 
in  Block  3773  from  the  holding  tracks  and  from  truck  storage  facilities  east  of  BealeSt. 
would  be  provided  in  the  final  building  design. 

Zoning 

No  mitigation  would  be  required. 

Visual  and  Aesthetic 

Specific  building  designs  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Director  of  City  Planning  before  permit  approval  to 
assure  that  the  quality  of  design  and  the  visual  effects  conform  with  pertinent  policies 
and  plans. 
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C  ase  2 
Land  Use 

Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  under  the  Case  1  setting  except  that  the  hotul 
site  would  be  free  of  the  visual  and  noise  impacts  caused  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway, 
assuming  that  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  be  removed  before  the  hotel  is  occupied. 

Zoning 

No  mitigation  would  be  required. 

Visual  and  Aesthetic 

Specific  building  designs  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Director  of  City  Planning  before  permit  approval  to 
assure  that  the  quality  of  design  and  the  visual  effects  conform  with  pertinent  policies 
and  plans. 

Impacts  -  Alternative  B 
C  ase  1 

Land  Use,  Zoning 

Alternative  B  would  result  in  the  development  of  four  times  as  much  office  space,  half 
again  as  much  housing,  and  about  the  same  amount  of  retail  commercial  space  as  would 
Alternative  A.  See  Tables  2  through  6,  Section  III,  p.  1  1 . 

Under  Alternative  B,  the  greatest  concentration  of  office  space  would  be  in  Assessor's 
Block  37 16,  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  block,  where  830,000  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space 
would  be  provided.  It  would  probably  require  a  modification  of  the  240- ft.  height  limit  on 
the  southern  two-thirds  of  the  block  in  order  to  accommodate  this  office  space  in  an 
economically  efficient  manner. 

Alternative  B  would  also  result  in  the  development  of  a  total  of  3,876  dwelling  units. 
Most  of  this  increase  would  result  from  higher  average  housing  densities  in  the 
South  Beach  housing  areas,  increases  in  the  heights  of  some  buildings  or  increased  land 
coverage,  or  a  combination  of  these.  The  principal  housing  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area 
would  be  located  on  Assessor's  Block  374  1 ,  on  the  site  immediately  south  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway.  Here,  Alternatives  would  pennit  up  to  250  dwelling  units  in 
combination  with  90,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and  25,000  sq.  ft.  of  commercial  space. 
Thirty  dwelling  units  would  also  be  built  at  the  south  end  of  Block  37  15  between 
The  Embarcadero  and  Steuart  Sts.  at  Howard  St.  Parks,  open  space,  and  the  small  boat 
marina  would  be  the  same  in  AlternativeB  as  in  Alternative  A  except  that  almost 
20,000  sq.  ft.  of  park  space  would  be  added  to  the  area  in  Block  3766,  just  south  of  the 
SanFrancisco  terminus  of  the  SanFrancisco  -  Oakland  Bay  Bridge. 

Visual  and  Aesthetic 

The  greater  visual  and  aesthetic  impacts  of  Alternative  B,  as  compared  to  Alternative  A, 
would  result  primarily  from  the  taller  structures  and  greater  land  coverage  required  to 
accommodate  the  increased  office  and  residential  space.  This  would  be  most  apparent  in 
the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  block  and  in  the  principal  residential  blocks  in  the 
South  Beach  sub-area. 
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Case  2 


The  impact  of  Alternative  B  under  the  Case  2  setting  would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Case  1  setting,  with  the  exception  that  residents  in  Blocks  37  15  and  3741  would  not  be 
subjected  to  noise  from  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Al  ternative  B 

Case  1 

Land  Use 

The  residential  uses  in  Blocks  3715  and  3741  would  be  required  to  be  designed  so  as  to 
shield  occupants  from  visual  and  noise  intrusions  from  the  adjacent  Embarcadero  Freeway. 

Physical  separation  of  the  residential  uses  in  Block  3793  from  the  traffic  on  King  St.  and 
in  Block  3773  from  the  holding  tracks  and  truck  storage  facilities  east  of  BealeSt.  would 
be  provided  in  the  final  Project  design. 

Zoning 

No  mitigation  would  be  required. 
Visual  and  Aesthetic 

Specific  designs  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  the  Director  of  City  Planning  before  permit  approval  to  assure  that  the 
quality  of  design  and  the  visual  effects  conform  with  pertinent  policies  and  plans. 

Case  2 

Land  Use,  Visual  and  Aesthetic 

Physical  separation  of  the  residential  uses  in  Block  3793  from  the  traffic  on  King  St.  and 
in  Block  3773  from  the  holding  tracks  and  truck  storage  facilities  east  of  BealeSt.  would 
be  provided  in  the  final  Project  design.  Specific  designs  would  be  reviewed  by  the 
Executive  Director  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Director  of  City  Planning 
before  permit  approval  to  assure  that  the  quality  of  design  and  the  visual  effects  conform 
with  pertinent  policies  and  plans. 

Zoning 

No  mitigation  would  be  required. 
Impacts  -  Alternative  C 
Land  Use 

As  this  is  a  "no-project"  alternative  there  would  be  no  direct  impacts.  However,  without 
coordinated  redevelopment  activities  in  the  Project  area  (allowing  only  landowners  to 
initiate  development),  the  present  mixture  of  inappropriate  and  declining  land  uses  and 
underutilized  vacant  lands  would  probably  continue. 

Zoning 

In  the  no -project  alternative,  no  major  zoning  changes  would  occur.  The  only  zoning 
changes  that  might  occur  would  result  from  petitions  by  landowners. 
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Visual  and  Aesthetic 


This  alternative,  while  not  causing  any  direct  adverse  impacts,  would  extend  into  the 
foreseeable  future  the  entire  set  of  current  adverse  visual  and  aesthetic  impacts  which 
the  Project  area  imposes  on  the  City  as  a  whole,  and  on  the  area  in  particular. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alter  native  C 

None  required. 
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3.         BUSINESS  RELOCATION 


BUSINESS  RELOCATION  SETTING 

Existing  Employment  Characteristics.  The  Project  area  currently  contains  a  variety  of 
mostly  space-intensive  business/ 1/  including  parking  lots,  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office, 
the  United  States  Post  Office's  Vehicle  Serving  Facilities,  the  Marine  Terminal,  an  Office 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's  and  Warehousemen's  Union,  various  warehouses,  a 
drayage  firm,  and  a  lumber  yard.  A  heliport  operation  is  located  on  Pier46A.  These 
businesses  employ  an  estimated  2,490  to  2,670  workers  of  which  an  estimated  84%  to  90% 
are  employed  at  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  (2,045  employed)  and  the  Vehicle  Services 
Facilities  (190  employed).  These  jobs  are  primarily  blue  collar  in  nature,  with  a  few 
managerial  positions  also. 

Blue-collar  jobs  have  been  declining  in  San  Francisco  for  more  than  a  decade.  The  central 
waterfront  has  suffered  the  greatest  decline  due  to  the  move  toward  cargo 
containerization  and  the  resulting  emergence  of  Oakland  as  the  dominant  port  in  the  Bay 
Area.  The  decline  in  manufacturing  and  wholesaling  business  stems  from  increasing  land 
costs  in  San  Francisco,  which  drive  these  space-intensive  businesses  to  suburban  areas. 
The  trend  toward  departure  of  blue  collar  jobs  from  the  City  is  expected  to  continue  in 
the  foreseeable  future.  The  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development  is  attempting  to 
retain  as  many  blue-collar  jobs  within  the  City  as  possible. /2/ 

Relocation  Benefits.  Relocation  activities  are  administered  by  Relocation  Services  staff 
of  the  SanFrancisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  The  Agency  provides  relocation  assistance 
and  benefits  in  accordance  with  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property 
Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970,  as  amended,  meeting  all  federal,  state,  and  local 
regulations.  A  review  of  the  Project  area  indicates  that  relocation  activities  would  relate 
solely  to  businesses  as  there  are  no  known  residents  in  the  Project  area.  Should  residents 
be  found  in  the  Project  area  either  at  present  or  prior  to  plan  approval,  the  Agency  would 
provide  full  relocation  benefits  and  assistance  to  residential  tenants.  Business  relocation 
benefits  provided  by  the  Federal  Act  include: 

1.  Moving  Costs 

a.  Actual  reasonable  moving  expenses  (can  include  some  storage  costs) 

b.  Property  loss  (direct  loss  of  tangible  personal  property,  which  is  equal  to  fair 
market  value  minus  receipts  from  sale  of  the  property) 

c.  Up  to  $500  in  expenses  incurred  searching  for  a  new  location 

2.  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Moving  Costs 

Certain  businesses  are  eligible  for  from  $2,500  to  $10,000  in  payments  if  they 
close  as  a  result  of  the  Project.  The  exact  amount  is  equal  to  the  average 
annual  net  earnings  of  the  concern  for  the  two  years  prior  to  displacement,  up 
to  $10,000. 

Revenues  for  these  payments  would  come  from  federal  Community  Development  Block 
Grants.  The  payment  limits  for  in-lieu  moving  costs  have  not  been  adjusted  since  1970. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  an  owner  participation  program  which  encourages  existing 
property  owners  to  develop  their  property  in  conformance  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 
This  program,  if  successful,  eliminates  much  of  the  need  for  the  Agency  to  purchase  real 
property  and  can  minimize  the  need  for  relocation  assistance.  However,  if  an  owner 
participant  developed  a  new  use  on  his/her  property  or  rehabilitated  the  existing 
structure,  some  relocation  assistance  might  still  be  needed. 
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BUSINESS  RELOCATION  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  I  /  C ase 2 

Employment.  The  Project  would  employ  up  to  4,000  workers  at  full  buildout.  These  jobs 
would  be  primarily  white  collar,  retail,  and  service;  the  character  of  area  employment 
would  change  from  blue  collar.  Some  of  the  displaced  blue-collar  workers  might  move  out 
of  San  Francisco,  while  others  might  find  employment  elsewhere  in  the  City. 

Relocation.  A  total  of  about  75-240  existing  jobs  would  be  displaced  by  Project 
implementation,  about  15  from  the  Rincon Point  sub-area  and  about  60  to  235  from  the 
South  Beach  sub-area. /3/  The  2,235  postal  jobs,  at  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  and 
Vehicle  Service  Facilities,  are  planned  to  be  transferred  to  the  San  Francisco  postal 
service  facilities  located  in  the  India  Basin  Industrial  Park  regardless  of  the  Project. 
Some  of  the  Project  area  businesses  would  be  expected  to  relocate  successfully  within 
San  Francisco;  some  which  own  their  buildings  could  remain  in  the  Project  area  through 
the  owner  participation  program.  Other  businesses,  especially  the  space-intensive 
warehousing,  lumber,  and  heavy-eguipment  firms,  may  have  difficulties  locating  suitable 
sites  within  San  Francisco  which  are  as  inexpensive  and  as  accessible  as  those  in  the 
Project  area. 

Since  relocation  benefits  cover  moves  up  to  50  miles,  many  area  businesses  may  choose  to 
relocate  in  San  Mateo,  Contra  Costa,  Santa  Clara,  Marin,  or  Alameda  Counties. 
Relatively  low-rent  areas  for  space-intensive  uses  can  still  be  found  in  these  counties. 

Some  of  the  Project  area  establishments  would  go  out  of  business  and  receive  in-lieu 
payments.  The  blue-collar  workers  now  employed  by  these  firms  would  have  difficulty 
finding  eguivalent  employment  in  SanFrancisco;  these  workers  might  be  forced  to  seek 
employment  in  the  East  Bay  or  South  Bay  areas. 

The  1970  limits  on  relocation  benefits  may  create  hardships  for  businesses  that  must  opt 
for  in-lieu  payments.  These  concerns  would  not  receive  full  compensation  if  their  average 
annual  net  earnings  for  the  two  years  prior  to  displacement  exceed  $10,000.  The  limit  on 
businesses'  search  expenses  might  not  cover  expenditures  for  those  businesses  who  choose 
to  move.  (The  SanFrancisco  consumer  price  index  douoled  between  1970  and  1980.) 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  C ase  2 

As  required  by  the  1970  Uniform  Relocation  Act,  the  staff  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  provide  full  allowable  relocation  assistance  and  benefits  to  all  businesses  (and 
residents,  if  applicable)  that  would  be  displaced  from  the  Project  area.  The  range  of 
services  would  vary  according  to  the  needs  of  the  business  being  displaced  and  would 
include  assistance  in  processing  relocation  claims,  assistance  in  the  location  of  a  suitable 
replacement  site,  assistance  in  obtaining  financial  needs  through  private  lending  sources, 
and  provision  of  other  general  information  to  assist  the  Dusiness  in  making  an  informed 
decision  relating  to  the  move. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  notify  businesses  in  the  Project  area  that  additional 
relocation  and  loan  advisory  assistance  are  available  ihrough  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Economic  Development,  the  Small  Business  Administration,  the  Economic  Development 
Administration,  Chambers  of  Commerce   and  various  trade  associations,  lending 
institutions  and  real  estate  agencies. 
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The  local  offices  of  the  Small  Business  Administration  would  be  informed  of  the  Project 
and  requested  to  work  with  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  eligible  site  occupants  in 
extending  their  assistance. 

Impacts  -  Alternative  B 


Case  1  /  Case  2 

Employment.  This  alternative  would  employ  up  to  7,000  workers  at  full  buildout,  3,000 
more  than  Alternative  A. /4/  Alternative  B  would  employ  four  times  as  many  white-collar 
workers  as  Alternative  A,  fewer  service  workers,  and  slightly  fewer  retail  employees. 

Relocation.  Relocation  impacts  under  AlternativeB  would  be  the  same  as  for 
Alternative  A. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  B 
Case  1  /  C  ase  2 

Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  required  under  Alternative  A. 
Impacts  -  Alternative  C 

Retention  of  existing  low-intensity  uses  would  mean  no  relocation  impacts  on  Project  area 
businesses. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 
None  Required. 

NOTES  -  Business  Relocaton 

/  1/  "Space-intensive"  refers  to  businesses  with  few  employees  and  little  capital 
investment  per  square  foot  of  building  space. 

/2/  Mayor's  Economic  Development  Advisory  Council;  Port  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning;  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  December  1978, 
San  Franc i s co_ Central  W a t e r front  Economi c  Adjustment  St r a tegy  (Draft). 

/3/  Port  of  San  Francisco;  SanFrancisco  Department  of  City  Planning;  and  SanFrancisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  August  1979,  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey,  Tehcnical  Report. 

/4/  Assumes  one  office  employee  per  190  sq.  ft.  of  space  (from  Williams-Kuebelbeck  and 
Associates,  Market  Analyses,  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey)  and  one  retail  employee 
per  300  sq.  ft.  of  space  (Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  Economic  Practices  Manual). 
Numbers  are  rounded  upwards  to  include  marina  and  maintenance  workers,  and  the  more 
employee  -  intensive  service  uses  such  as  restaurants. 
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C.         SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS 


SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS  SETTING 

Demographics  and  Housing.  There  are  no  known  residential  uses  or  resident  population  in 
the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  area.  In  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area 
the  nearest  housing  is  the  Golden  Gateway  apartment  and  townhouse  complex  located 
north  of  Market  St.,  and  The  Embarcadero  Young  Men's  Christian  Association  (YMCA),  a 
hotel  and  recreational  facility,  located  outside  of  the  Project  area,  east  of  the  Rincon 
Annex.  The  nearest  housing  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area  is  the  South  Park  neighborhood, 
located  at  South  Park  Ave.  and  Second  St. 

An  average  of  about  250  people  stay  in  the  YMCA  hotel  each  night.  Tourists  comprise 
about  60%  of  the  YMCA  hotel  guests  with  the  other  40%  consisting  of  permanent  hotel 
residents,  who  are  mostly  retired  senior  citizens.  Some  residents,  including  a  few 
longshoremen,  have  lived  at  the  hotel  for  twenty  years  or  more./l/ 

Institutions  and  Community  Facilities.  The  major  community  service  agency  serving  the 
Project  area  is  the  YMCA.  The  recreational  component  of  the  YMCA  has  a  member&V 
of  about  2,500  persons  and  serves  a  large  daytime  population  of  persons  who  work  in  the 
financial  district;  an  estimated  60%  of  these  members  live  in  the  City./l/ 

Employment.  Estimated  total  employment  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area 
is  betv/een  2,490  and  2,670  persons. /2/  Almost  all  of  these  workers  are  blue-collar 
manufacturing,  warehousing,  or  other  industrial  employees  with  a  few  restaurant  and  bar 
employees  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  In  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  there  arc 
approximately  2,055  employees.  Almost  all  (about  99%)  of  the  workers  in  this  sub-area 
are  employed  at  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office.  The  remainder  are  employed  as  parking 
lot  attendants  or  are  employed  at  the  Marine  Terminals  Eguipment  Company,  located  on 
The  Embarcadero,  south  of  Howard  St. 

The  various  retail,  restaurant/bar  establishments,  warehouses  and  small  industrial  and 
manufacturing  businesses  located  in  the  South  Beach  Project  area  employ  between  440  and 
615  people.  The  United  States  Post  Office  employs  190  people  in  the  area  at  its  service 
facilities  located  on  Bryant  St.  beween  First  and  Beale  Sts. 


SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1  /  C ase 2 

The  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  would  provide  about  2,500  units  of  mixed-income 
housing.  About  20%  (500  units)  would  be  subsidized  low-income  housing,  and  30% 
(750  units)  would  be  assisted  moderate-income  units,  if  Redevelopment  Agency  goals  are 
achieved.  These  units  would  be  primarily  rental  and  cooperatives,  with  some  sales  units 
provided.  The  remaining  50%  (1,250  units)  would  be  market-rate  rental,  condominium,  and 
coopera tive  un its. 

The  1980  median  household  income  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  is  $23, 800. /3/  The 
low-income  units  would  be  available  to  families  with  incomes  below  $19,040  (80%  of  the 
median  income)  in  1979  dollars.  Households  earning  $19,040  to  $28,560  (80%  to  120%  of 
the  median  income)  would  be  eligible  for  the  moderate-income  units.  The  market-rate 
units  would  be  rented  or  purchased  by  families  earning  $50,000  (1980  dollars)  or  more./4/ 


47 


The  Project  could  house  500  low-income,  750  mo  derate -in  come,  and  1,250  upper-income 
families.  The  total  population  would  be  about  5,000/5/,  with  an  estimated  270 
school-aged  children. /6/  It  is  not  known  to  what  extent  these  families  would  be  existing 
SanFrancisco  residents  or  new  families  moving  to  SanFrancisco.  However,  the  1,250  low- 
and  moderate-income  units  included  in  the  Project  would  provide  housing  opportunities  for 
SanFrancisco  residents,  many  of  whom  have  low  to  moderate  incomes. 

The  YMCA  is  not  located  within  the  Project  area  and  would  remain.  The  increased 
daytime  worker  population  and  number  of  permanent  residents  in  the  Project  area  would 
be  expected  to  increase  the  demand  for  the  recreational  facilities  at  the  YMCA;  however, 
the  proposed  recreational  open-space  and  marina  uses  included  in  the  Project  would  be 
expected  to  provide  the  primary  recreational  services  for  Project  residents  and  workers. 

The  proposed  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  would  create  a  net  increase  of  3,760  to 
3,900  permanent  jobs  in  the  Project  area;  approximately  75  to  240  industrial, 
manufacturing  and  warehouse  jobs  and  a  few  restaurant  and  retail  jobs  would  be  displaced 
from  the  Project  site  (see  also  Section  V.B.,  Business  Relocation,  p.  44). /7/  The  majority 
of  these  new  jobs  would  be  commercial  retail,  office  and  service  jobs,  with  a  small 
number  of  industrial  jobs  associated  with  the  proposed  boat  marina  and  support  facilities. 
Because  many  retail  stores,  hotels,  and  restaurants  provide  employment  for  low-  and 
moderate-income  persons  and  minorities,  the  proposed  Project  would  provide  employment 
opportunities  for  persons  who  are  currently  SanFrancisco  residents.  Based  on  employee 
surveys  of  existing  downtown  commercial  projects,  approximately  40%  or  1,560-1,600  of 
these  new  jobs  would  be  held  by  SanFrancisco  residents./8/ 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  potential  effects  of  employment  displacement  from  the  Project  area  would  be 
mitigated  by  the  business  relocation  measures  discussed  in  Section  V.B,  above. 

Impacts  -  Alternati  ve  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Alternati  ve  B  would  provide  3,876  units  of  mixed-income  housing,  or  about  55  %  more 
housing  than  Alternative  A.  About  20%  (775  units)  would  be  assisted  low-income  housing, 
and  30%  (1,163  units)  would  be  assisted  moderate-income  units.  These  units  would  be 
primarily  rental  and  cooperatives,  with  some  sales  units.  The  remaining  50%  (1938  units) 
would  be  market-rate  rental,  condominium  and  cooperative  units. 

The  total  residential  population  of  Alternative  B  would  be  about  7,750  people.  These 
residents  plus  the  6,760  to  6,900  new  employees  in  the  Project  area  would  increase  the 
demand  for  recreational  facilities  at  the  YMCA.  The  increased  demand  would  be  much 
greater  than  with  Alternati  ve  A  due  to  the  75%  more  workers  and  55%  more  residents 
expected  under  Al  ternative  B. 

The  new  jobs  created  by  Alternative  B  would  be  mostly  white-collar  office  jobs.  The 
retail  commercial  portions  of  the  Project  would  employ  retail  and  some  service  workers. 
No  hotel  workers  would  be  employed  under  this  Alternative.  A  few  Marina  jobs  would  be 
created  as  in  Alternative  A. 

The  same  number  of  existing  jobs  would  be  displaced  as  under  Alternati  ve  A.  Based  on 
existing  downtown  commercial  employee  distribution,  about  2,800  of  the  7,000  Project 
jobs  would  be  held  by  San  Francisco  residents. 
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M it i g a ti on  Measures  -  Alternati  ve  B 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  required  under  Alternati  ve  A. 
Impacts  -  Al ter native  C 

The  No-Project  alternative  would  result  in  social  characteristics  and  employment 
conditions  similar  to  those  described  in  the  setting  section.  Manufacturing  and  industrial 
jobs  could  be  expected  to  continue  to  decline  and  be  replaced  by  other  types  of  jobs,  as 
has  occurred  over  the  past  several  years  in  the  waterfront  area./9/ 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alte rnatiye  C 

None  Required. 


NOTES  -  Social  and  Employment  Characteristics 

/l/  B.  Kroll,  Executive  Director;  and  R.  Freebairn-Smith,  Architect  and  Member  of  the 
Board  of  Directors,  Embarcadero  Young  Men's  Christian  Association  (YMCA),  telephone 
communication,  June  9,  1  980. 

/2/  B.  Amato,  Assistant  Planner,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone 
communication,  June  11,  1980;  and  M.C.  Haug-Boone,  Assistant  Planner,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopmen  t  Agency,  telephone  communication,  July  24,  1 980. 

/3/  San  Francisco  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (SMSA),  Federal  Register, 
July  1980,  Section  8,  Housing  Income  Limits. 

/4/  Based  on  an  average  purchase  price  of  $150,000  (1980  dollars)  for  market-rate  units; 
and  the  federal  income  standard  of  housing  a ffordab ility  which  states  that  purchase  prices 
should  not  exceed  2.5  times  a  household's  gross  annual  income  and  that  housing  expenses 
(including  principal,  interest,  taxes  and  insurance)  should  not  exceed  3  times  a  household's 
annual  income. 

/5/  Based  on  household  size  of  1.97  by  the  year  1990  as  stated  in  Wil liams-Kuebelbeck  and 
Associates,  Inc.,  July  5,  1978,  Memorandum  to  ROMA,  Projections  of  Housing  Demand  in 
the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Area. 

/6/  Refer  to  Note  5,  Section  V.E,  Community  Services,  p.  66. 

/7/  Port  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  and  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  August  1979,  Northeastern  Waterfont  Survey  JTecrnical_Report. 

/8/  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  May  21,  1980,  Daon  Building  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR),  EE  79.57,  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  p.  4 1 .  The  40  % 
residency  estimate  is  an  average  of  4  employee  surveys  of  downtown  commercial  buildings 
(Levi  Strauss,  Crocker  National  Bank,  Federal  Reserve  and  Hines);  and  2  modelling 
analyses  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  February  7,  1980,  456  Montgomery  Draft  EIR, 
EE  79.178,  Summary  of  Responses  to  Comments;  and  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  MTC  SCVCE  model,  1975). 

/9/  Mayor's  Economic  Development  Advisory  Council;  Port  of  San  Francisco;  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning;  and  SanFrancisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  December  1978, 
Central  Waterfront  Economic  Adjustment  Strategy. 

49 


D.        FISCAL  ASPECTS 


FISCAL  ASPECTS  SETTING 


Assessed  Value  and  Property  Taxes.  The  privately  owned  parcels  in  the  Project  area, 
1 .34  acres  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  and  14.65  acres  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  have 
a  total  assessed  value  of  $2,124,400.  These  parcels  will  yield  about  $105,600  in  property 
taxes  and  bond  repayment  in  1979-80. 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  owns  0.98  acres  in  Rincon  Point  and  8.15  acres  in  South  Beach. 
The  Port  does  not  pay  property  taxes;  however,  any  private  concern  which  leases  Port  land 
pays  to  the  City  and  County  a  possessory  interest  tax  on  the  parcels  and  on  any  privately 
owned  unsecured  property.  This  tax  rate  is  the  same  as  the  City  and  County  property  tax 
rate.  The  1979-80  taxes  will  total  $6,800,  with  an  estimated  $5,700  accruing  to  the  City 
and  County.  The  South  Beach  sub-area  contains  3  parcels  totaling  5.51  acres  which  are 
owned  by  Southern  Pacific  Railroad.  These  parcels  are  assessed  by  the  State  Board  of 
Equalization  at  $377,100,  and  will  yield  $18,700  in  property  taxes  and  bond  repayment  in 
1979-80.  The  5.1  acres  of  state-  and  federal-owned  parcels  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area 
are  not  subject  to  local  property  taxes. 

Distribution  of  the  total  property  tax  revenues  of  $131,100  to  San  Francisco  and  other 
affected  entities  is  shown  in  Table 9,  p.  50.  The  total  tax  rate  is  $4.97  per  $100  of 
assessed  value;  $0.97  of  this  amount  goes  toward  repayment  of  bonds  approved  prior  to  the 
passage  of  Proposition  13. 

Existing  development  on  the  Project  parcels  includes  parking  lots,  warehouses,  and 
assorted  commercial  establishments.  San  Francisco  collects  business,  payroll  and  sales 
taxes,  business  license  fees,  and  parking  taxes  from  these  businesses. 


TABLE  9:     EXISTING  1979-80  PROPERTY  TAX  DISTRIBUTION 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 


Percent  Revenue* 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  84.90  $111,300 

Schools  8.07  10,600 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 

Management  District  0.17  200 

BART  6.86  9,000 

TOTAL  100.00  $131,100 


*  Includes  $0.97  per  $100  of  assessed  value  in  bond  repayment.  All  revenues  are  rounded 
to  the  nearest  $1  00. 

SOURCE:  "1979-80  Important  Tax  Information,"  San  Francisco  Tax  Collector's  Office. 


50 


The  City  provides  the  Project  area  with  public  services  such  as  fire  and  police  protection, 
street  lighting  and  cleaning,  and  street  and  storm  drain  maintenance.  The  servicer  cOBtS 
attributable  to  individual  landowners  cannot  be  reliably  quan tif ied./ 1/ 

Redevelopment  Agency  Funding/2/  The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA; 
was  financed  directly  by  the  federal  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
(HUD)  prior  to  1974.  Since  that  time,  the  SFRA  has  received  all  new  funding  through  the 
Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program.  This  program  allocates  federal  funos  to 
cities,  which  then  divide  the  funds  among  several  different  municipal  programs.  The 
SFRA  still  receives  federal  funding,  but  the  City  of  San  Francisco  controls  allocations  of 
funds.  The  fact  that  the  SFRA  is  not  dependent  on  state  or  local  funding  exempts  it  from 
the  direct  effects  of  Propositions  13  and  4.  Funding  may  be  affected  if  revenue  losses 
force  the  City  to  reallocate  Block  Grant  money  to  other  eligible  local  programs.  The 
Agency's  1980  budget  totals  $10  million,  a  16%  decrease  from  its  1979  budget  of 
$11.9  million. 

The  SFRA  can  finance  projects  from  its  federal  allocations  or  by  issuing  bonds.  Two  types 
of  bonds  are  still  feasible  in  the  wake  of  Proposition  13:  tax  allocation  bonds,  which  are 
repaid  from  the  property  tax  increment  generated  by  increases  in  the  assessed  valuation; 
and  revenue  bonds,  which  use  non-property-tax  revenues  generated  by  a  project  to  repay 
debt.  Other  Project  funding  sources  available  to  the  SFRA  include  several  state  and 
federal  grant  programs. 

Proposition  4/3/  Proposition  4,  which  took  effect  July  1 ,  I  980,  limits  state  and  local 
government  spending  to  1978-79  levels  with  adjustments  for  increases  in  the  consumer 
price  index  and  population.  Federally  funded  or  mandated  programs,  servicing  of  bonded 
indebtedness,  court  costs,  and  enterprise  funds  are  exempt  from  these  limits.  The 
initiative  includes  methods  of  adjusting  appropriations  limits  in  special  cases,  and  provides 
for  the  return  of  surplus  funds  to  taxpayers.  Cities  such  as  San  Francisco,  with  declining 
populations,  will  be  affected  more  seriously  than  cities  whose  populations  are  growing. 
There  are  no  provisions  in  Proposition  4  to  increase  the  appropriations  limit  because  of 
industrial  or  commercial  development  in  a  jurisdiction.  The  statute  contains  ambiguities 
which  must  be  resolved  before  the  effects  of  the  law  can  be  reliably  assessed.  The  state 
legislature  must  determine  population  figures,  inflation  indices,  and  appropriations  levels 
to  be  used  as  base  year  data.  The  legislature  has  not  acted  on  this  matter  as  of  early 
June, 1980. 

FISCAL  ASPECTS  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1 

Assessed  Value  and  Property  Taxes./4/  The  Project  at  full  buildout  would  have  an 
assessed  value  of  about  $  1  26  million  (1  980  dollars).  This  amount  does  not  include  the 
400  berth  harbor  planned  for  Piers  40,  42,  44  and  46A  in  the  South  Beach  area;  no  cost 
estimate  has  been  made  for  this  Project  segment.  Based  on  the  1979-80  tax  rate, 
property  taxes  would  total  $5.04  million  annually  and  would  be  distributed  as  shown  in 
Table  10,  p.  52.  These  revenues  would  be  a  net  increase  of  $4.9  million  over  existing  total 
property  tax  revenues  generated  from  the  Project  sites.  Net  property  tax  revenues 
generated  to  the  City  and  County  would  be  $4.2  million. 

Hotel  Tax  Revenues.  Hotel  room  tax  revenues  collected  in  San  Francisco  are  deposited  in 
the  City's  Hotel  Fund  and  are  allocated  according  to  City  Ordinance  251-78. 
Proposition  O,  which  passed  in  the  1980  June  election,  raised  San  Francisco's  hotel  tax 
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TABLE  10:    PROJECTED  PROPERTY  TAX  DISTRIBUTION  AT  FULL  BUILDOUT 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVES  A  AND  B 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Schools 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District 

BART 

TOTAL 


Percent* 
84.90 
8.07 

0.17 
6.86 
100.00 


Alt.  A 

Revenue  * 

$5,316,000 
505,000 

11,000 
430,000 
$6,262,000 


Alt.  B 
Revenue** 

$7,300,000 

693,000 

15,000 
590,000 
$8,598,000 


*    Assumes  the  same  distribution  as  the  1979-80  tax  breakdown. 

**  Includes  $0.97  per  $100  of  assessed  value  in  bond  repayment.  All  revenues  are  rounded 
to  the  nearest  $1 ,000. 

SOURCE:  "1979-80  Important  Tax  Information",  published  by  San  Francisco  Tax 
Collector's  Office. 


from  8%  to  9.75%  of  gross  receipts.  The  additional  1.75%  will  go  directly  to  the  City's 
General  Fund.  Before  the  passage  of  Proposition  O,  hotel  tax  revenues  were  allocated  to 
the  City's  General  Fund  only  after  certain  uses  specified  by  City  Ordinance  had  received 
revenues. 

The  800-room  hotel  planned  for  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  generate  about 

$1.3  million  annually  in  hotel  taxes,  assuming  75%  occupancy  and  room  rates  of  $60  per 

night  (1980  dollars). /5/  This  revenue  would  be  distributed  as  shown  in  Table  1 1 ,  p.  53. 

Other  Revenues.  Business,  payroll  and  sales  tax  revenues  would  accrue  to  the  City  from 
the  Project;  these  revenues  cannot  be  quantified  because  the  specific  types  of  commercial 
uses  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time. 

Proposition  Q,  proposed  to  raise  San  Francisco's  business  tax  to  a  maximum  of  $3.00  per 
$1,000  of  sales  and  its  payroll  tax  to  1.5%,  appeared  on  the  June  3,  1980  ballot;  the 
measure  was  passed  55%  to  45%.  It  has  been  questioned  whether  this  margin  is  sufficient 
for  passage,  since  Proposition  13  states  that  "special  taxes"  must  be  passed  by  two-thirds 
of  the  voters.  The  legal  definition  of  a  "special  tax"  will  be  tested  in  court  in  the  next 
few  months.  If  Proposition Q  is  found  to  be  legally  passed,  business  tax  revenues  from  the 
Project  would  increase  significantly  above  those  based  on  current  rates. 


52 


TABLE  II:    PROJECTED  HOTEL  TAX  DISTRIBUTION  -  800-ROOM  HOTEL, 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROXCT 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Percent  Revenue 

George  R.  Moscone  Center  Construction*  40.38  $525,000 

Candlestick  Park  Bond  Debt  5.05  66,000 

Low  Income  Housing  in 

Yerba  Buena  Redevelopment  Area  5.05  66,000 

Hotel  Publicity  Eund**  14.70  191,000 

City  General  Eund  34.82  453,000 

TOTAL  100.00  $1,301,000 


*  After  completion  of  the  convention  center,  revenues  would  be  used  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  center  and  payment  to  the  San  Erancisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
for  the  ground  lease. 

**    This  is  the  1979-80  percentage.  Each  year  this  fund  is  re-budgeted;  any  remaining 
revenues  would  accrue  to  the  General  Eund. 

SOURCE:  ESA 


Commercial  office  and  retail  business  in  the  Project  would  pay  business  or  payroll  tax  to 
San  Erancisco.  The  existing  1979-80  business  tax  ranges  from  $0.90  to  $2.20  for  each 
$1,000  of  gross  receipts,  depending  on  the  type  of  business.  The  1979-80  payroll  tax  is 
1.1  %  of  gross  payroll.  If  Proposition  Q  is  upheld,  business  establishments  would  pay  the 
higher  amounts  to  the  City. 

Additional  sales  tax  revenues  from  the  Project's  retail  establishments  would  also  accrue 
to  the  City.  The  state  tax  rate  is  4.75%;  the  state-administered  City  and  County  rate  is 
1.25%.  An  additional  0.5%  would  go  to  BART  to  finance  operating  costs.  The  City  would 
thus  receive  about  19%  of  total  gross  sales  receipts  generated  from  the  Project  site. 

Business,  payroll  and  sales  taxes  generated  from  the  Project  site,  less  revenues  from 
existing  businesses  at  the  site,  would  represent  a  net  increase  in  revenues  to  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Erancisco. 

Public  Service  Expenditures.  (See  also  V.E,  Community  Services,  p.  57).  The  Police 
Department  would  reguire  a  new  patrol  unit  to  serve  the  Project  area  at  a  cost  of  $77,000 
per  year.  If  a  new  patrol  car  is  reguired,  costs  would  increase  by  $5,500  plus  $0.23  per 
mile./6/ 

Project  fire  protection  demand  may  be  met  by  the  planned  relocation  of 
EngineCompany  35  to  Pier  22  1/2.  After  Project  completion,  the  Eire  Department  would 
evaluate  whether  or  not  fire  protection  is  adeguate  in  the  Project  area.  If  a  new  company 
is  needed,  costs  would  be  $90,000  for  a  new  engine  anO  $750,000  annually  for  personnel. /7/ 
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Costs  for  additional  police  and  fire  services  would  be  financed  by  the  City's  ad  valorem 
tax  account,  which  receives  property,  payroll  and  business  taxes.  Annual  Project- 
generated  property,  payroll  and  business  tax  revenues  would  be  expected  to  cover  the 
additional  costs  for  these  services. 

Water  supply  is  adequate  for  Project  requirements;  however,  the  water  delivery  system 
would  have  to  be  improved  during  Project  implementation.  Additional  sewage  collection 
system  improvements  would  be  necessary.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be 
responsible  for  providing  necessary  onsite  and  offsite  water  sewage  system  improvements 
to  serve  the  Project. 

San  Francisco's  schools  have  been  experiencing  declining  enrollment  in  recent  years,  so 
that  no  capital  or  new  personnel  expenditures  would  be  necessary  to  serve  the  Project's 
estimated  270  students.  However,  some  or  all  of  the  elementary  school  children  living  in 
new  developments  would  require  busing  at  an  annual  operating  cost  of  $44,600  (1980 
dollars).  The  San  Francisco  School  District  leases  its  buses  and  does  not  incur  capital 
costs  for  buses.  Residential  and  commercial  property  tax  revenues  from  the  Project  area 
would  each  increase  the  proportion  of  total  school  expenditures  financed  by  the  property 
tax. 

Cost  increases  would  be  expected  for  agencies  which  provide  public  transit,  for  both  new 
residents  and  Project  employees.  The  current  Muni  fare  deficit  is  $0.45  per  paid 
passenger.  Approximately  40%  of  this  deficit  is  made  up  by  City  ad  valorem  taxes 
(including  property  and  payroll  taxes).  The  balance  is  made  up  from  local,  state  and 
federal  subventions.  BART  currently  has  an  average  deficit  per  trip  of  $1.25.  The 
majority  of  this  deficit  is  made  up  by  revenues  from  the  0.5%  District  sales  tax.  No 
estimate  of  Muni  or  BART  costs  attributable  to  the  Project  is  available  at  this  time;  net 
property,  sales,  payroll  and  hotel  tax  revenues  from  the  Project  would  partially  offset 
these  costs. 

Project  Funding.  The  SFRA  has  not  yet  defined  a  detailed  funding  scheme  for  the 
Project.  The  major  federal  programs  the  Agency  proposes  to  use  for  funding  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to:  Community  Development  Block  Grants,  Urban  Development  Action 
Grants,  Economic  Development  Administration  Grants,  Urban  Mass  Transit  -  Joint 
Development  Grants,  and  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Grants. 

No  detailed  capital  cost  estimates  have  been  made  for  the  transportation  system 
improvements,  but  it  is  anticipated  that  capital  costs  would  be  financed  by  state  and 
federal  funds. 

There  are  several  funding  sources  under  consideration  for  the  Project  transportation  and 
public  transit  improvements.  The  possible  state  sources  are  State  Highway  User  Tax  Trust 
Fund  (distributed  on  the  basis  of  population),  Transportation  Development  Act  Funds 
(from  excess  sales  tax  revenues),  and  State  Article  26  Diversions  (gas  tax  revenues 
available  for  mass  transit  capital  improvements).  The  Federal  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration  and  Federal  Highway  Administration  also  have  programs  which  are 
potential  fundi ng  sources  for  some  Project  area  transportation  improvements.  Local 
revenue  sources  would  be  responsible  for  operation  and  maintenance  expenses. 

Fiscal  Summary.  More  detailed  cost  and  revenue  estimates  are  necessary  to  quantify  the 
exact  net  fiscal  effect  of  the  redevelopment;  however,  the  Project  would  be  expected  to 
have  a  beneficial  fiscal  effect  on  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
Project-generated  revenues  would  be  expected  to  cover  public  costs  to  serve  the  Project 
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including  police  and  fire  protection,  and  most  public  transit  costs  incurred  by  the  Project 
(both  capital  and  operation  and  maintenance  costs).  As  mandated  by  Proposition  I  3, 
property  taxes  can  increase  by  only  2%  annually,  with  reassessment  occurring  if  property 
is  sold  or  improved.  Other  revenues  from  the  large  commercial  segment  of  the  Project, 
such  as  hotel  tax,  sales  tax,  and  business  tax,  are  not  limited  by  statute  and  would 
increase  with  inflation.  These  revenue  sources  would  help  to  offset  the  City's 
Proposition  13  revenue  losses. 

Case  2 

The  fiscal  effects  of  Alternative  A  under  the  Case  2  setting  would  be  the  same  as  under 
the  Case  1  setting.  The  removal  of  the  Embarcadero Freeway  and  related  transportation 
modifications  would  be  financed  from  state  or  federal  sources. 

M i ti gation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 
No  mitigation  measures  are  necessary. 
Impacts  -  Al  terna  ti  ve  B 

Case  1 

Alternative  B  would  have  an  assessed  value  of  about  $173  million  (1980  dollars)  at  full 
buildout.  Property  tax  revenues  would  total  $8.6  million,  and  would  be  distributed  as 
shown  in  Table  10,  p.  52.  No  hotel  taxes  would  be  generated  under  Alternative  B.  Payroll 
and  business  taxes  would  be  greatest  under  Al  terna  tive  B,  but  sales  taxes  would  be  less 
than  under  Alternati  ve  A. 

Service  demands  would  be  greatest  with  this  Alternative,  since  7,750  people  would  reside 
in  the  Project's  dwelling  units  and  7,000  would  be  employed  in  Project  businesses.  These 
residents  represent  a  55%  increase  over  the  population  of  Alternative  A;  the  employees 
would  increase  75%. 

Because  of  the  greater  service  needs  of  this  larger  population,  it  is  not  clear  whether  this 
Project  would  be  of  fiscal  benefit  to  the  City.  The  loss  in  hotel  tax  would  be  offset 
somewhat  by  increases  in  property  and  business  taxes,  but  increased  service  expenditures 
could  exceed  these  revenues. 

Case  2 

The  fiscal  effects  of  Alternative  B  under  the  Case  2  setting  would  be  the  same  as  those 
under  the  Case  1  setting.  The  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  related 
transportation  modifications  would  be  financed  by  state  or  federal  sources. 

Mitigation  Measures-  AlternativeB 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Before  implementation  of  Alternative  B  (if  selected),  a  more  detailed  cost-benefit 
analysis  should  be  made. 

Impacts  -  Alternative  C 

If  no  further  action  is  taken  in  the  Project  area,  service  expenditures  would  remain  at 
existing  levels,  rising  at  the  rate  of  inflation.  Property  tax  revenues  would  remain  as 
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shown  in  Table 9,  p.  50,  increasing  about  2%  annually  for  existing  properties  and  increasing 
in  discrete  steps  as  current  uses  expand  or  as  new  developments  are  added. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 

None  required. 

NOTES  -  Fiscal  Aspects 

/l/  R.  Evans,  Assistant  Director,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  telephone 
communication,  March  27,  1  980. 

/2/  Information  in  this  section  is  taken  from  discussions  with  M.C.  Haug-Boone,  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  and  from  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  and 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  August  1979,  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Survey  Technical  Report. 

/3/  This  section  is  based  on  discussions  with  K.  Mitzman,  Staff  Assistant,  San  Francisco 
Controller's  Office,  June  5,  1  980. 

/4/  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  April  7,  1980,  "Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Tax 
Increments,"  inter-office  memo. 

/5/  Williams-Kuebelbeck  and  Associates,  June  1978,  Market  Analysis  -  Northeastern 
Waterfront  Survey;  and  average  comparable  room  rates  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 

/6/  P.  Libert,  Officer,  Planning  and  Research  Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department, 
telephone  communications,  June  4  and  July  3,  1980. 

///  R.  Rose,  Chief,  Division  of  Planning  and  Research,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
letter  communication,  July  11,  and  telephone  communication,  July  14,  1980. 
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E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 


COMMUNITY  SERVICES  SETTING 

Police  Services. /1, 2/  The  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas  are  located  in  the  San 
Francisco  Police  Department's  Southern  District.  The  Southern  District  Station  is  located 
in  the  Hall  of  Justice  at  850  Bryant  St. 

The  Police  Department  divides  each  district  into  Statistical  Reporting  Areas  ("Plot  , "  . 
The  Rincon  Point  sub-area  is  located  within  two  Statistical  Reporting  Areas,  612  and  624. 
These  are  patrolled  by  radio  cars;  there  are  no  foot  patrols  in  the  area.  Statistical 
Reporting  Area  612  had  a  total  of  139  reported  incidents  (about  4%  of  the  District-wide 
total)  in  the  January  through  April,  1980  period,  13%  of  which  were  violent  crimes. 
Statistical  Reporting  Area  624  had  a  total  of  42  incidents  (about  1  %  of  the  District-wide 
total)  during  the  same  period,  one  of  which  was  a  violent  crime.  The  Southern  District  as 
a  whole  has  an  average  to  low  crime  rate. 

The  South  Beach  sub-area  is  located  in  Statistical  Reporting  Areas  634  and  638.  These 
areas  are  also  patrolled  by  radio  cars  and  no  foot  patrols  are  assigned  to  the  area. 
Statistical  Reporting  Area  634  had  a  total  of  61  reported  incidents,  8%  of  which  were 
violent  crimes,  in  the  4-month  period  from  January  through  April  1980.  This  represerr 
about  2%  of  District-wide  reported  incidents  for  that  period.  Statistical  Reporting  Area 
638  had  a  total  of  31  reported  incidents  for  this  same  period;  16%  of  these  were  violent 
crimes.  The  31  incidents  represent  less  than  1  %  of  District-wide  incidents  for  that 
period.  Both  of  these  Statistical  Reporting  Areas,  containing  mostly  industrial  uses, 
parking  lots,  piers  and  vacant  areas,  experience  low  crime  rates  compared  to  the  Southern 
District  and  to  the  City  as  a  whole. 

Fire  Services./3/  The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  operates  3  fire  stations  and  a 
fireboat  which  serve  the  areas  proposed  for  redevelopment.  The  fireboat  is  stationed  at 
the  Firehouse  located  at  Pier  22  1/2.  Locations  of  the  stations  are: 

a)  Engine  No.  35  at  676  Howard  St.  (scheduled  to  be  closed) 

b)  Engine  No.  8,  Truck  No.  8  at  36  Bluxome  St. 

c)  Engine  No.  13,  Truck  No.  13  and  Division  Chief  No.  1  at  530  Sansome  St. 

Response  time  to  both  Project  sub-areas  from  these  stations  is  between  3  and  4  minutes. 
Beginning  in  August  or  September  of  1  980,  Engine  Company  No.  35  will  be  stationed  at  the 
Firehouse.  The  fireboat  provides  fire  services  to  piers  and  boats,  pumping  water  directly 
from  the  Bay.  Fire  engines  can  also  draw  on  Bay  waters  for  fires  occurring  close  to  the 
Bay.  Fire  flows  (water  pressure  required  for  f iref ighti ng)  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area, 
however,  are  not  considered  adequate  by  the  Fire  Department  for  major  developments. 

Schools.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  provides  educational  services  at  the 
elementary,  intermediate  and  high  school  levels  for  San  Francisco.  Like  many  urban 
school  districts,  San  Francisco  has  been  experiencing  declining  enrollments  over  the  last 
decade.  Excess  capacity  currently  exists  in  District  schools.  Total  1979  enrollment  was 
approximately  59,000,  as  compared  to  70,000  in  1975./4/  A  study  prepared  for  the  School 
District  recommends  leasing  some  excess  school  space  for  periods  of  20  to  40  years, 
rather  than  completely  closing  schools  as  has  been  done  in  the  past.  This  recommendation 
is  based  on  findings  that,  while  enrollments  will  continue  to  decline  until  about  the  year 
1990  (possibly  to  as  low  as  44,000),  the  number  of  students  will  increase  by  the  year  2000 
to  pre- 1  990  levels. /4/ 

There  are  currently  no  known  children  of  school  age  living  in  the  Project  area. 
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Parks  and  Recreation.  No  parks  are  currently  located  within  either  of  the  Project 
sub-areas.  The  Justin  Herman  Plaza,  located  near  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  at  the 
eastern  end  of  Market  St.  opposite  The  Embarcadero,  contains  grassy  areas,  plazas  and  a 
fountain.  Tourists  and  office  workers  from  the  Embarcadero  Center  and  other  nearby 
downtown  offices  are  major  users  of  this  area.  Vagrants  also  use  the  plaza  as  a  place  to 
loiter,  although  their  presence  is  considered  "tolerable"  as  compared  to  other  similar  sites 
(Civic  Center  Plaza  and  United  Nations  Plaza)./5/ 

Water  Service.  San  Francisco  receives  water  from  the  Hetch  Hetchy  system  through  the 
San  Andreas  and  Crystal  Springs  Reservoirs  in  San  Mateo  County.  The  Project  area  is 
served  by  the  University  Mound  Reservoir,  which  has  a  capacity  of  141  million  gallons. 
Current  total  water  use  in  San  Francisco  averages  about  89  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD). 

Water  delivery  to  the  Project  area  is  through  underground  water  mains.  An  8-in.  diameter 
main  is  generally  considered  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  and  Fire  Departments  to  be 
adequate  for  almost  any  development;  12-in.  and  16-in.  mains  are  preferred  for 
water-intensive  types  of  land  uses./6/ 

Water  service  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  is  provided  on  most 
streets  by  6-in.,  8-in.,  and  12-in.  diameter  mains.  Along  The  Embarcadero,  8-in.  and  4-in. 
mains  run  as  far  as  Folsom  St.  An  8-in.  main  was  recently  installed  from  Folsom  St.  to 
the  fireboat  at  Pier  22  1/2  to  serve  the  proposed  waterfront  promenade,  extending  from 
the  Ferry  Building  to  Pier  24./6/ 

Within  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  Bryant  St.  has  no  water  service  between  First  and  Beale 
Sts.,  and  King  St.  has  no  water  service.  The  rest  of  the  sub-area  streets  are  served  by 
6-in.  and  8-in.  mains,  except  for  The  Embarcadero  and  Piers  40,  42,  44  and  46A,  which  are 
served  by  4-in.  mains. 

Wastewater  Service./7/  The  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  provides  combined  storm-  and  sanitary-sewer  service  in  San  Francisco.  Wastewater 
service  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  is  provided  by  8-in.,  12-in.,  and  15-in.  diameter  sewer 
mains;  the  area  is  also  served  by  a  2  ft.  6-in.  by  3  ft.  9-in.  concrete  sewer  in  SteuartSt. 
between  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.;  a  7-ft.  circular  concrete  sewer  which  runs  along 
Howard  St.;  and  a  7-ft.  circular  concrete  sewer  which  crosses  The  Embarcadero  to  the  Bay 
at  Howard  St. 

The  South  Beach  Project  sub-area  is  served  by  one  main  varying  in  width  from  8  to 
18  inches  located  in  First  St,  a  6- ft.  by  7-ft.  sewer  located  in  Brannan  St.  between  First 
and  Beale  Sts.,  and  a  10-in.  diameter  sludge  force  main  located  in  First  and  Bryant  Sts. 
near  The  Embarcadero. 

As  part  of  the  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Program's  Channel  Outfall  Consolidation  Project 
in  the  waterfront  area,  a  17-ft.  diameter  collection  and  transport  sewer  was  installed 
along  the  same  route  proposed  for  the  rerouting  of  The  Embarcadero./8/ 

The  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  which  treats  stormwater  and  sewage 
flows  from  the  area,  receives  average  dry-weather  flows  of  52  MGD.  Existing  City 
wastewater  treatment  plants  are  not  designed  to  handle  storm  flows  from  rainfall  greater 
than  0.02  inches  per  hour;  excess  flows  bypass  the  plants  and  discharge  directly  into  San 
Francisco  Bay.  Plans  are  presently  being  implemented  to  reduce  these  overflows  and 
bring  the  City's  sewer  system  into  compliance  with  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
requirements.  The  Channel  Outfall  Consolidation  main  would  reduce  the  number  of 
overflows  in  the  Project  area  from  about  80  per  year  to  about  10  per  year./9/  This  outfall 
consolidation  Project  is  expected  to  be  in  operation  in  1982,  after  completion  of  the 
Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant. 
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Bayside  dry-weather  facilities  (secondary  treatment)  are  scheduled  for  completion  in 
September  1982.  Dry-weather  flows  from  the  area  would  be  treated  at  the  Southeast 
Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  which  would  have  a  dry-leather  treatment  capacity  of 
80  MGD  after  expansion.  The  North  Point  Plant  would  treat  wet-weather  flows  until 
completion  of  the  citywide  wet-weather  system,  near  the  end  of  the  decade;  at  that  time 
the  North  Point  Plant  would  probably  be  closed. /10/ 

Solid  Waste.  Domestic  solid  wastes  in  the  area  are  collected  by  the  Golden  Gate  Disposal 
Company  under  contract  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Solid  waste  is  collected  daily  from 
the  Project  area./ 11/  Wastes  are  taken  to  a  transfer  station  north  of  Brisbane  and  then 
transported  to  a  landfill  site  at  Mountain  View  Shoreline  Regional  Park.  The  landfill 
contract  with  the  City  of  Mountain  View  expires  in  1  983;  no  other  arrangements  have  yet 
been  made  for  disposal  of  San  Francisco's  solid  wastes  at  the  Mountain  View  site  or  any 
other  landfill  site.  The  Sanitary  Fill  Company  has  prepared  a  proposal  for  a  Resource 
Conversion  Center,  which  would  be  constructed  south  of  the  existing  transfer  station  in 
the  City  of  Brisbane.  If  this  resource-recovery  Project  were  approved  and  implemented, 
landfill  material  would  be  reduced  to  less  than  15%  of  solid  wastes  received.  The  City  of 
San  Francisco  is  currently  reviewing  this  proposal  and  several  other  alternatives,  but  no 
decision  has  been  reached  as  of  August  1 980./ 1 2/ 

Utilities.  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  provides  gas  and  electric  service  to  the 
Project  area.  Major  electrical  utility  lines  are  located  in  The  Embarcadero,  and  Steuart, 
Howard,  Folsom  and  Spear  Sts.  Gas  mains  and  facilities  are  located  throughout  the  entire 
Project  area./13/ 

Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company  provides  telephone  services  for  the  area. 
Major  telephone  lines  are  located  in  The  Embarcadero,  and  Howard,  Spear,  Bryant, 
Mission  and  Second  Sts.  Other  lines  are  located  throughout  the  Project  area./ 14,15/ 

COMMUNITY  SERVICES  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

Police  Services.  Any  type  of  development  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  sub-areas 
would  increase  the  types  and  number  of  crimes  occurring  in  these  areas.  Construction 
sites  would  be  subject  to  vandalism  of  eguipment  and  theft  of  tools  and  materials.  Auto 
thefts  could  occur  from  any  unattended  parking  lots  located  within  the  areas.  The  rate  of 
burglary  and  theft  in  offices,  retail  stores  and  other  businesses,  as  well  as  in  residences, 
would  be  expected  to  increase  with  Project  implementation.  Boats  docking  in  the 
proposed  boat  marina  would  be  subject  to  vandalism  and  burglary.  The  exact  effects  on 
the  area  crime  rate  would  depend  on  detailed  plans  for  design  and  construction  of  all 
components  and  the  final  density  and  security  arrangements  of  the  proposed  developments. 

The  existing  police  protection  in  the  Project  area  would  not  be  adequate  to  serve  the 
proposed  development.  The  Police  Department  indicates  that  it  would  have  to  add  either 
a  patrol  car  or  a  foot  patrol  unit  to  the  Project  area  after  full  buildout  in  order  to  provide 
adequate  police  protection.  The  patrol  would  be  either  by  car  or  on  foot.  Two  officers  on 
a  walking  patrol  would  cost  about  $77,000  per  year;  a  police  car  would  add  $5,500  plus 
$0.23  per  mile  to  this  cost  (see  Fiscal  Aspects,  Section  V.D,  p.  50)./!/ 
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Fire  Services.  The  Project  would  create  additional  demand  for  fire  protection  services 
which  may  be  met  by  the  planned  relocation  of  Engine  Company  35  to  the  Firehouse./16/ 
If  this  level  of  service  proved  to  be  inadequate  once  the  Project  was  complete,  an 
additional  engine  and  engine  company  (14  firefighters)  would  be  needed. /17/ 
Project-generated  revenues  to  the  City  and  County  would  be  expected  to  cover  the 
capital  and  annual  operating  costs  of  providing  an  engine  and  engine  company,  if 
required.  The  Fire  Department's  high  pressure  system  is  located  within  one  block  of  the 
Rincon  Point  sub-area,  near  Market  St.  The  Fire  Department  may  recommend  that  the 
system  be  expanded  to  loop  around  the  block  containing  the  Rincon  Annex  building. 

Because  water  delivery  capability  for  fire  flows  is  not  adequate  in  the  South  Beach 
sub-area,  some  water  mains  would  need  to  be  enlarged  or  replaced.  Existing  4-inch  mains, 
some  of  which  serve  Piers  40,  42,  44  and  46A,  would  have  to  be  enlarged  and  looped,  as 
would  lines  which  now  terminate  at  The Embarcadero.  Adequate  fire  flows  could  be 
provided  by  a  new  main  along  the  proposed  Embarcadero  route  from  Main  St.  to  Third  St. 
(see  Water  Service  discussion,  below). 

Fire  flow  requirements  and  main  sizes  and  locations  would  be  determined  when  specific 
design  plans  were  developed.  All  structures  would  comply  with  Building  and  Fire  Code 
requirements.  All  offsite  water  system  improvements  required  to  provide  adequate  fire 
service  for  the  Project  would  be  provided  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

Schools.  A  total  of  about  270  school-age  children  would  live  in  the  Project 
(1  30  elementary,  45  intermediate,  and  95  high  school). /18/  It  is  assumed  that  all  children 
would  enter  the  school  system  at  full  Project  buildout  in  1990  although  entry  would 
probably  occur  over  several  years  as  housing  units  are  developed. 

The  elementary-age  children  would  attend  Bessie  Carmichael  Elementary  School  at 
55  Sherman  St.,  about  8  blocks  from  the  western  boundary  of  both  sub-areas.  Space  would 
probably  exist  for  the  children  at  this  school, /4/  but  if  it  did  not,  some  children  could  be 
bused  to  the  nearest  school  with  remaining  capacity.  The  SanFrancisco  School  District 
rents  buses  from  the  Associated  Charter  Bus  Company.  The  1980-81  rate  will  be  about 
$200  per  day  per  bus./19/  Buses  hold  about  70  children.  Up  to  2  buses  per  day  would  be 
required  to  bus  the  estimated  130  elementary  students  living  in  the  proposed  development 
(see  Fiscal  Aspects,  Section  V.D,  p.  50). 

Intermediate  and  high  school  students  would  attend  Potrero  Hill  Junior  High  School  and 
Mission  High  School,  respectively.  It  is  expected  that  space  would  be  available  for  all 
students  from  the  Project. /4/  Potrero  Hill  Junior  High  School,  located  at  655  De  Haro  St., 
is  about  12  blocks  from  the  southern  boundary  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  Mission  High 
School  is  located  at  3750  18th  Street,  about  16  blocks  from  the  southern  boundary  of  the 
South  Beach  sub-area.  Intermediate  and  high  school  students  would  be  expected  to 
provide  their  own  transportation  to  school. /4/ 

Parks  and  Recreation.  The  Project  would  include  two  new  parks  near  the  waterfront, 
totaling  13.5  acres.  Recreational  demand  would  be  generated  by  residents,  employees  and 
others  in  the  area.  The  parks  would  thus  meet  some  of  the  recreational  demand  from  the 
Project. 

A  6.5-acre  park  would  be  located  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  The  park  would  adjoin  the 
proposed  promenade  extending  from  the  Ferry  Building  to  Pier  24  along  the  waterfront, 
with  the  park  covering  what  is  now  The  Embarcadero.  The  park  would  extend  from 
Steuart  St.  to  Folsom  St.  and  be  separated  from  other  redeveloped  portions  of  the  Rincon 
Point  sub-area  by  the  rerouted  Embarcadero.  Some  provision  for  crossing  The 
Embarcadero  would  be  necessary  to  allow  safe  access  to  the  park  or  commercial  area. 
Preliminary  plans  for  this  park  call  for  recreational 
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facilities  oriented  to  residents  rather  than  tourists.  However,  because  of  the  location's 
proximity  to  the  proposed  promenade  and  Embarcadero  Center,  as  well  as  to  the  proposed 
hotel,  downtown  and  Project  workers  and  tourists  would  be  expected  to  use  the  park.  The 
park  could  also  be  expected  to  attract  vagrants,  although  this  would  not  be  a  major 
problem.  /5/ 

The  7-acre  park  proposed  for  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  extending  from  King  St.  to  the 
China  Basin,  and  from  the  waterfront  to  Second  St.,  would  serve  Project  area  residents 
and  employees.  Tourists  and  vagrants  would  be  unlikely  to  freguent  this  park.  The  park 
would  be  separated  from  housing  and  other  uses  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area  by  the 
rerouted  Embarcadero;  provision  of  safe  access  for  residents,  particularly  children,  would 
be  necessary. 

Recreation  would  also  be  provided  by  the  proposed  400-berth  marina  and  support  facilities 
in  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  Project  as  well  as  other  Bay  Area  residents  would  be 
expected  to  use  the  proposed  marina. 

W ater  Service.  Total  average  water  use  in  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas 
combined  would  be  about  0.8  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD),  about  0.9%  of  the  Citywide 
total;  the  Water  Department  can  provide  this  amount  of  water  (see  Appendix  3  for 
Projected  water  use  by  land  use)./20/  Project  water  use  would  be  a  net  increase  over 
current  use  since  the  resident  and  employee  populations  after  redevelopment  would  be 
much  greater  than  the  existing  population.  Water  supply  in  San  Francisco  is  not  a  problem 
except  during  periods  of  drought. /20/ 

After  Project  completion,  water  use  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  average  about 
0.3  MGD  or  0.3%  of  the  Citywide  total.  Existing  mains  in  this  area  would  be  able  to  serve 
most  of  the  sites  after  completion  of  the  Project. /21/  Should  Folsom,  Mission  and 
SteuartSts.  be  closed  to  through  traffic  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  easements  may  have 
to  be  granted  to  the  Water  Department  (and  other  utility  agencies)  in  ord'ir  to  maintain 
the  existing  network  of  water  (and  other  utility)  distribution  systems  on  these 
streets. /22/  There  are  two  alternatives  to  granting  easements.  The  less  expensive 
alternative  is  laying  new  mains  in  unaffected  streets  to  replace  mains  under  vacated 
streets.  The  old  mains  would  be  capped  and  could  then  be  removed  or  abandoned.  A  more 
costly  method  is  to  relocate  existing  mains  to  unaffected  streets.  If  an  easement  through 
the  planned  park  were  to  be  granted,  the  portion  of  the  main  under  the  park  would  be 
encased  in  concrete  and  no  service  would  be  provided  from  this  portion. 

Average  water  use  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area  after  redevelopment  would  be  about 
0.5  MGD,  0.6%  of  the  Citywide  total.  To  provide  reguired  fire  flow  capability  and 
domestic  water  service,  about  4,500  ft.  of  water  main  (12  in.  maximum)  would  have  to  be 
installed  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area. /2 1  /  New  mains  would  be  needed  and  alternate 
water  service  routes  developed  if  certain  existing  dead-end  mains  had  to  be  abandoned. 
New  service  would  also  be  needed  if  crossings  are  not  located  in  the  newly-installed 
storage  and  transport  sewer.  The  proposed  closure  of  Beale,  Townsend,  First,  and 
FremontSts.,  and  other  area  streets,  could  reguire  rerouting  of  water  service  mains. 
Mains  located  under  the  proposed  park  would  be  removed,  abandoned  or  encased  in 
concrete.  The  6-in.  main  in  The  Embarcadero  which  serves  piers  40,  42,  44,  and  46A  east 
of  the  proposed  park  could  remain  to  serve  the  proposed  boat  marina  and  marina  support 
uses. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  responsible  for  securing  all  necessary  easements  and 
for  providing  any  reguired  onsite  and  offsite  water  system  improvements  to  serve  the 
Project  area. 
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Wastewater  Service.  Average  wastewater  flows  from  both  sites  would  be  about  0.7  MGD, 
0.3  MGD  for  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  and  0.4  for  the  South  Beach  sub-area  (see 
Appendix  B  for  Projected  wastewater  generation  by  land  use).  Project  flows  would 
represent  a  net  increase  over  current  flows.  Existing  sewer  mains  could  serve  both 
Project  sub-areas  after  redevelopment.  Treatment  capacity  would  be  available  at  the 
North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  for  dry-weather  flows  until  work  is  completed 
to  route  flows  from  the  area  to  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  in  1982.  The 
recently  installed  1  7-ft. -diameter  transport  and  storage  main  would  collect  all  liquid 
wastes  from  both  sites. /8/ 

The  proposed  Project  would  not  contribute  to  excess  overflows  of  untreated  sewage  and 
storm  flows  into  the  Bay  (and  ocean)  because  the  Channel  Outfalls  consolidation  Project 
would  be  fully  implemented  before  Project  completion. 

Rights-of-way  or  easements  would  be  required  on  streets  which  may  be  closed  in  the 
Rincon  Point  sub-area.  Easements  would  also  be  required  for  streets  containing  sewers 
which  may  be  closed  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  Alternatives  to  obtaining  easements 
would  be  relocation  of  mains,  extension  of  mains  from  other  streets  which  would  not  be 
closed,  or  private  ownership  of  mains  in  streets  proposed  for  closure. /8/ 

Solid  W  aste.  After  redevelopment,  the  Project  area  would  generate  about  22.2  tons  of 
solid  waste  per  day./23/  Project  waste  would  represent  a  net  increase  in  the  amount  of 
solid  waste  collected  in  the  area.  The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  anticipates  no 
problem  providing  additional  collection./ 1 1/ 

Utilities.  Telephone,  electrical  and  gas  service  to  the  Project  area  could  be  provided  by 
the  private  utility  companies.  Vacating  utilities  in  smaller  streets  and  under  portions  of 
the  proposed  park  areas  would  be  necessary. /1 5/  Gas  mains  would  be  capped,  and  cables 
would  be  removed  with  conduits  left  in  place. /24/  The  area  contains  very  few  overhead 
lines;  there  are  no  plans  by  the  utility  companies  to  alter  those  that  exist. /1 5/  However, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  place  the  lines  underground  as  part  of  the  Project. 
Lines  in  streets  that  might  be  closed  would  require  easements  to  preserve  the  existing 
network  systems.  If  easements  were  not  granted,  installation  of  new  lines  or  relocation  of 
existing  lines  would  be  necessary. 

The  Embarcadero  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  Commission.  It 
contains  major  utilities  of  every  type  and  provides  an  important  link  in  the  distribution 
system  of  nearly  all  utilities. /22/  Replacing  some  existing  uses  with  parks  and  closing 
streets  which  intersect  the  existing  Embarcadero  would  necessitate  relocation  or 
rerouting  of  some  service  lines  unless  easements  are  granted. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  each  Project  developer  to  incorporate  the 
following  measures  into  his  or  her  development  proposals,  as  appropriate  or  feasible: 

Police 

Include  burglar  alarms  as  part  of  the  design  in  all  structures. 

Design  all  structures  as  secure  buildings  with  controlled  access,  security  staff,  and 
camera  monitors  where  appropriate. 
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Design  ligh ting  and  landscape  plans  to  maximize  visibility,  particularly  around 
en  try  ways. 

Develop  attended  parking  lots  rather  than  self-park  and  -lock  facilities. 

Meet  with  a  representative  of  the  Police  Department's  Crime  Prevention  Unit  to 
obtain  recommendations  for  security  measures,  applicable  to  individual  development 
proposals.  Recommended  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  design  plans. 

Fire 

Meet  with  the  Fire  Department  to  obtain  specific  fire  safety  and  prevention 
measures  for  incorporation  into  specific  design  plans. 

Schools 

None  Required.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  indicates  that  there  would 
be  available  classroom  capacity  and  that  it  would  not  require  any  additional  staff  or 
equipment  to  serve  school  children  from  the  proposed  Project.  Should  additional 
buses  be  required,  Project  generated  revenues  are  expected  to  cover  those  costs. 

Water  Service 

Install  native,  drought-resistant  vegetation  in  all  park  and  landscaping  areas  to 
reduce  watering  requirements. 

Wastewater 

Install  low-flow  fixtures  to  reduce  the  amount  of  wastewater  generated  by  new 
structures. 

Solid  Waste 

Provide  storage  space  for  recyclable  materials  in  all  housing  to  encourage  recycling 
activities. 

Include  compaction  facilities  in  the  design  of  office  and  commercial  buildings. 

Parks  and  Recreation 

Coordinate  with  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering  to  provide  traffic  signalization 
and  other  safety  features  along  routes  from  residential  areas  to  park  areas  and  where 
feasible,  to  schools,  to  allow  safe  access  by  children. 

Separate  housing  by  fencing  or  other  barriers  from  open  major  roadways,  such  as 
The  Embarcadero. 

Install  guard  rails  or  other  barriers  between  open  water  and  areas  where  children 
might  play  without  supervision. 

As  part  of  the  Project  design,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  include  plans  for  eating 
and  sanitation  facilities  for  the  users  of  the  marina  as  well  as  others  who  come  to  observe 
the  boats  and  use  nearby  recreation  facilities.  This  would  prevent  inconvenience  to 
marine  and  recreation  area  patrons. 
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All  building  design  and  construction  would  be  required  to  conform  with  all  applicable  City 
of  San  Francisco  fire,  life  and  safety  codes,  including  installation  of  sprinkler,  alarm, 
annunciator  and  emergency  power  systems  as  required. 

California  law  requires  installation  of  low-flow  water  fixtures  in  all  new  structures.  The 
Project  would  be  required  to  conform  to  this  law  (Section  17921.3,  Health  and  Safety 
Code). 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Water  Department  would  grant 
easements  and/or  right-of-way  over  existing  water  mains,  sewers  and  utility  lines 
wherever  feasible,  to  reduce  the  need  for  installing  new  facilities  or  for  relocating 
existing  ones. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  responsible  for  providing  all  offsite  and  onsite 
improvements  that  would  be  required  to  provide  adequate  water  and  sanitary  sewer 
service  to  the  Project  area.  Water  system  improvements  would  have  to  meet  the  fire 
flow  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department. 

Impacts  -  Alternati  ve  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Police.  Alternative  B  would  probably  result  in  less  of  a  demand  for  police  services  in  the 
Rincon  Point  sub-area  than  under  Alternative  A,  because  of  the  elimination  of  the  hotel 
and  reduction  in  the  number  of  housing  units.  Demand  for  police  services  in  the 
South  Beach  area  would  be  greater  under  Alternative  B  because  of  the  higher  number  of 
housing  units.  The  overall  Project  demand  for  police  protection  would  be  greater  than 
under  Alternative  A  due  to  the  3,000  additional  workers  and  2,750  additional  residents. 

Fire.  Demand  for  fire  protection  services  under  Alternative  B  would  be  greater  than  with 
Alternative  A  because  of  the  higher  density  of  the  development.  An  additional  fire  truck 
would  be  more  likely  to  be  needed  than  under  Alternative  A. 

Schools.  About  417  school-age  children  would  be  expected  to  live  in  the  two  sub-areas 
under  Alternati  ve  B:  202  elemen  tary,  72  intermediate,  and  143  high  school  students.  This 
would  be  147  more  students  than  expected  under  Alternative  A.  Capacity  would  exist  to 
serve  the  students  in  schools  closest  to  the  sites.  In  addition  to  the  1  or  2  buses  which 
may  be  needed  under  Alternative  A,  up  to  2  more  buses  could  be  needed  for  transporting 
students  under  Alternative  B. 

Parks  and  Recreation.  Alternative  B  would  have  impacts  similar  to  Alternati  ve  A, 
essentially  in  meeting  the  recreation  demand  created  by  the  Project. 

Water.  Water  use  under  Alternati  ve  B  is  Projected  to  average  1 .0  MGD,  an  0.2  MGD 
increase  over  Alternative  A.  Recommended  water  main  changes  for  Alternative  A  could 
provide  this  amount  of  water.  Other  impacts  would  not  differ  from  Alternative  A.  See 
Appendix  B. 

Wastewater.  Wastewater  generation  under  Alternative  B  is  Projected  to  average  less  than 
1.0  MGD,  an  increase  of  about  0.2  MGD  over  Al  ternative  A.  This  increase  would  not  cause 
the  impacts  of  Alternative  B  to  differ  from  those  of  Alternative  A. 
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Solid  Waste.  Under  Alternative  B  the  two  sub-areas  would  generate  about  28  tons  of  solid 
waste  per  day,  5  tons  per  day  more  than  under  Al terna tive  A.  More  collection  trips  might 
be  necessary  under  Alternative  B,  but  disposal  impacts  would  be  the  same. 

Utilities.  While  use  patterns  and  amounts  would  be  different  from  Alternative  A, 
relocation,  removal  and/or  installation  of  utility  lines  and  mains  would  be  the  same  under 
both  alternatives. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  B 


Case  1  /  Case  2 

Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  required  under  Alternati  ve  A. 
Impacts  -  Alternative  C 

Public  service  demand  would  grow  at  its  current  rate  without  Project  implementation. 
Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 
None  required. 

NOTES  -  Community  Services 

/l/  P.  Libert,  Officer,  Planning  and  Research  Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department, 
telephone  communications,  June4  and  July  3,  1980. 

/2/  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  Incidents  for  Which  a  Police  Report  Was  Made,  by 
District,  Plot  and  Crime,  for  January  through  April,  1980. 

/3/  R.  Rose,  Chief,  and  E.  Calmineri,  Captain,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  telephone 
communications,  June  4,  5,  and  13,  1980. 

/4/  R.  Walker,  Manager,  Student  Assignment  Office,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  telephone  communications,  June  13  and  16,  1980;  and  H.  Weeks,  February  I,  1980, 
(rev.  Feb.  29,  1  980),  5an  Francisco  Unified  School  District  Enrollment  Projection  Year 
2000  to  2020. 

/5/  M.  McKevitt,  Captain,  Southern  Station,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  telephone 
communications,  June  18  and  20,  1980. 

/6/  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  Utility  Maps,  Northern  Waterfront  Survey  Area, 
undated. 

/7/  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Utility  Maps,  Northern  Waterfront  Survey 
Area,  undated. 

/8/  J.M.  Dela  Cruz,  Division  Chief,  and  M.  Francies,  Engineering  Associate  II, 
SanFrancisco  Wastewater  Program,  personal  interviews,  June  18,  1980. 

/9/  R.  Chin,  Superintendent,  NorthPoint  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  telephone 
communication,  February  20,  1980. 
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/10/  D.  Hayashi,  Coordinator  of  Public  Participation,  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Program, 
telephone  communication,  March  7,  1980. 

/II/  F.  Garbarino,  Office  Manager,  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  telephone 
communication,  June  4,  1980. 

/12/  Resource  Conversion  Center,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Environmental 
Science  Associates,  Prepared  for  the  City  of  Brisbane,  California,  June  1980,  State 
Clearinghouse  Number  7905 140 1 . 

/13/  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  Utility  Maps,  Electric  Underground  and  Gas 
Mains,  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Area,  undated. 

/14/  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company,  Utility  Maps,  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Survey  Area,  undated. 

/15/  W.  Dougherty,  Engineer,  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Co.,  telephone 
communication,  June  17,  1980. 

/1 6/  R.  Rose,  Chief,  Division  of  Planning  and  Research,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
letter  communication,  July  11,  1980. 

/17/  R.  Rose,  Chief,  Division  of  Planning  and  Research,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
telephone  communication,  July  14,  1980. 

/18/  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  does  not  provide  estimates  of  the  number 
of  school  age  children  per  household.  Estimated  number  of  students  for  the  Project  were 
derived  from  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report:  Verba  Buena  Center,  EE  77.220,  January  6,  1978,  p.  308. 
Studen ts-per-household  factors  used  are:  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  units:  0.2 
based  on  actual  distribution  in  Western  Addition  subsidized  housing  adjusted  for  the  higher 
density  of  the  Project;  and  market-rate  housing  units:  0.015  (based  on  actual  student 
population  and  distribution  at  Golden  Gateway  apartments). 

/19/  D.  Gardner,  Transportation  Supervisor,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District, 
telephone  communication,  June  16,  1980. 

/20/  C.  Wentworth,  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone 
communication,  March  18,  1  980. 

/21/  J.  Cooney,  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone  communication, 
June  18,  1  980. 

/22/  S.  Zeller,  Mechanical  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Port  Commission,  personal  interview, 
June  19,  1  980. 

/23/  California  Solid  Waste  Management  Board,  July  1974,  Solid  Waste  Generation  Factors 
in  California. 

/24/  L.  Cordner,  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Division,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co.,  telephone 
communication,  June  18,  1  980. 
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F.  TRANSPORTATION 


TRANSPORTATION  SETTING 


The  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas,  south  of  Market  St.  and  bordered  by  The 
Embarcadero  and  the  waterfront,  are  separated  by  approximately  three  blocks.  Kincon 
Point,  the  smaller  area,  has  over  91  %  of  its  existing  developed  floor  area  in  office  uv  . 
The  South  Beach  sub-area,  with  roughly  the  same  amount  of  developed  floor  area,  has  27\ 
in  office  use,  with  the  remainder  primarily  devoted  to  industrial  and  warehouse  uses; 
maritime  uses  occupy  about  40  acres  of  the  sub-area.  Generally,  office  uses  have  a  higher 
rate  of  trip  generation  than  the  other  uses. 

Current  Trip  Generation.  Trip  generation  rates  per  unit  of  existing  Project  area  land  uses 
are  shown  in  Table  12, p.  69.  These  rates  were  used  to  estimate  the  current  number  of 
trips  generated  (see  Table  1  3,  p.  7 1 ).  The  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  with  38%  of  the  area  of 
the  South  Beach  sub-area,  generates  60%  as  many  person-trips  per  day.  Combined,  the 
two  sub-areas  generate  approximately  14,600  one-way  trip-ends  (7,300  round  trips)  daily. 

Trip  Distribution.  Trips  are  made  by  private  vehicle,  public  transit,  or,  in  the  case  jf  the 
warehouse  and  maritime  areas,  by  truck.  Over  50%  of  the  person-trips  for  Rincon  Point 
and  about  38%  of  the  person-trips  for  South  Beach  are  via  public  transit.  Of  the  nearly 
14,600  total  trips  daily  for  the  two  sub-areas,  about  38%,  or  approximately  5,500,  are 
made  by  automobile.  Of  the  current  daily  auto  trips,  roughly  4,000  begin  or  end  in  the 
East  Bay,  the  Peninsula  or  the  North  Bay;  most  remaining  trips  begin  or  end  within  San 
Francisco  (see  Table  14,  p.  73).  All  trips  affect  the  street  network  in  the  Project  vicinity  . 

Existing  Transportation  Facilities.  The  transportation  system  in  the  Project  area  consists 
of  a  network  oT  streets,  freeways  and  parking  facilities  for  private  vehicles  and  buses,  -i-> 
well  as  a  variety  of  transit  modes  (including  rapid  rail,  light  rail,  diesel  bus  and  ferry  boat 
lines)  and  their  associated  transfer  terminals.  The  existing  street  grid  provides  access  to 
adjacent  land  uses  and  serves  as  a  collector  for  the  distribution  of  traffic  to  major 
artsrials  and  freeways  (see  Figure  1  l,p.  68).  This  basic  grid  is  complicated  by  numerous 
short  local  streets,  and  by  the  odd-angled  intersections  restricting  access  to  streets  north 
of  Market  St. 

The  Embarcadero  serves  as  a  beltway  along  the  waterfront  providing  regional  access  and 
internal  circulation  to  the  Project  area.  Between  15,000  and  18,500  vehicles  per  da>  travel 
the  portion  of  The  Embarcadero  in  the  Project  vicinity.  The  Embarcadero,  connecting 
with  Broadway  and  Bay  Street  to  the  north,  is  the  most  direct  access  to  northern  San 
Francisco  and  the  North  Bay  counties.  To  the  south,  The  Embarcadero  provides  access  to 
southeast  San  Francisco  via  Third  and  Fourth  Streets.  Interstates  80  and  280  provide 
regional  access  to  the  East  Bay  and  the  Peninsula.  Connections  to  these  freeways  in  the 
Project  area  are  at  Mission,  Harrison  and  First  Sts. 

The  Embarcadero  Freeway,  a  double-decked  elevated  structure,  passes  through  the 
Project  area.  Approximately  71,000  vehicles  per  day  use  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 
Most  of  these  have  origins  and  destinations  outside  the  Project  area,  including  such 
locations  as  the  Financial  District,  Golden  Gateway,  and  North  Beach. 
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FIGURE  II 

EXISTING  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES  AND  TRANSIT  LlNt.S 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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TABLE  12:     TRIP  GENERATION  RATES  /!/ 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PRUJECr 


Land  Use        TE  Unit  /!/ 


Daily  Person 
Trips/Unit 
(TE)  12/ 


AUTOMOBILE  

Occupancy 

Per  Vehicle    Daily  TE 


TRANSIT  /9/ 
%  Mode" " 
SplJ^       Daily  1 


Office 

1,000  sq  ft./3/ 

14.0 

IV 

1.3/4/ 

4.9 

53/4/ 

7.4 

R  etail 

1,000  sq  ft./3/ 

30.0 

/8/ 

3.0  /8/ 

6.0 

40 

12.0 

Restaurant 

1,000  sq  ft./3/ 

70.0 

/8/ 

3.0  /8/ 

15.2 

35 

24.5 

Hotel 

Room 

7.5 

/5/ 

1.5/5/ 

5.0 

40 

3.0 

Marina 

Boat  Slip 

2.5 

/8/ 

2.5/8/ 

0.8 

20 

0.5 

Warehouse/ 

Industrial 

Acre 

170.0 

1.3/5/ 

85.0 

35 

59.5 

Maritime 

Acre 

65.0 

IV 

1.3/5/ 

32.5 

35 

22.0 

Residences 

Dwelling  Unit 

7.5 

IV 

1.5/5/ 

2.8 

45 

3.4 

j\j     Transit  and  auto  travel  only,  walking  and  bicycle  trips  excluded.  Trips  are 

expressed  as  Trip  Ends,  abbreviated  TE. 
/2/    First  or  primary  destination  trips  only. 
/3/    Gross  Floor  Area. 

/4/    U.S.  Census  1970,  Journey  to  Work  average  for  San  Francisco  C.B.D. 
/5/    CalTrans,  District  4,  "Progress  Reports  on  Trip  Ends  Generation  Research  Counts" 
1965-1979. 

/6/    Ibid,  Residential  trip  generation  rates  modified  to  reflect  average  household  size  in 

San  Francisco,  based  on  U.S.  Census  1970. 
IH    EIR,  "Howard  and  Main  Office  Building,  San  Francisco"  EE  74.140,  1975. 
/8/    (Pier  39  DEIR)  -  Draft  EIR  "Proposed  North  Point  Park/Marina,  San  Francisco" 

EE  75.368,  Volume  2,  1976. 
/9/    Assumes  improved  Waterfront  transit  service. 


During  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Survey,  figures  were  developed  for  existing  traffic 
volumes  on  the  Project  area  street  network  (see  Figure  1  I ,  p.  68).  The  number  of  trips 
generated  by  each  land  use  is  shown  in  Table  13,  p.  71. 

The  Rincon  Point  site  is  served  by  a  variety  of  transit  modes.  The  number  32  bus  route 
runs  along  The  Embarcadero  and  the  9,  11,  12,  and  14  lines  operate  along  Mission  St., 
terminating  at  the  foot  of  Mission.  The  Embarcadero  Station,  with  MUNI  Metro  service 
and  BART  service  to  the  East  Bay  and  to  Daly  City,  is  two  blocks  away.  The  Golden  Gate 
Ferry  Terminal,  with  ferry  service  to  the  North  Bay,  is  two  blocks  away.  The  Transbay 
Terminal  on  Mission  St.  between  First  and  Fremont  Sts.  is  a  transfer  point  for  MUNI 
service  and  for  AC  Transit  service  to  the  East  Bay,  and  is  four  blocks  from  the  Rincon 
Point  sub-area.  Transit  service  is  not  readily  available  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area. 
Existing  transit  lines  are  shown  in  Figure  1  1 ,  p.  68. 
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FIGURE  12 

EXISTING  PARKING  AND  TRANSIT  TERMINALS 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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TABLE  13:     TRIP  GENERATION  BY  EXISTING  LAND  USE  TYPE, 

KINCON  PUINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  Ar<l  A 


Sub-A  rea 

Land  Use 

Use  Area          Person  TE* 

Transit  TL* 

Vehicle  TL* 

i \ ii  l  con  " (j ii  il 

Office 

560,0  00  sq.  ft. 

7,840 

-  i  □  J  i 

Restaurant 

5,600  sq.  ft. 

392 

157 

Industrial/ 

Warehousing 

1 .2  acres 

204 

71 

_JU2 

Rincon  Point  Subtotal 

8,436 

4,363 

3,022 

South  Beach 

Office 

150,000  sq.  ft. 

2,100 

1,1  1  3 

760 

Industrial/ 

8.7  acres 

1,483 

519 

742 

Warehousing 

Maritime 

40  acres 

2,600 

_9j0 

L?pu 

South  Beach  Subtotal 

6,183 

2,542 

2,802 

ro  TAL 

14,619 

6,90  5 

5,824 

*  TE  -  Trip  Ends 


A  substantial  supply  of  off-street  parking  exists  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  area. 
Parking  lots  near  the  Ferry  Building  and  Agriculture  Building  contain  approximately  2^5 
spaces;  privately  operated  parking  lots  south  of  Mission  St.  contain  another  436  spaces 
open  to  the  public.  Pier  7  is  used  for  parking,  as  is  the  space  beneatn  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  The  nearby  Financial  District  has  a  high  demand  for  parking  but  a  short  supply 
of  spaces,  at  high  prices;  that  shortage,  and  the  proximity  of  lower  cost  parking  spaces  in 
the  Project  area,  results  in  heavy  use  of  the  Project  area  parking  by  downtown 
employees.  The  locations  of  nearby  o  ff- street  park  in g  areas  are  shown  in  Figure  1  2,  p.  7U. 

Transit  System.  Several  transit  studies  considered  improvements  for  the  waterfront  a: 
studies  most  pertinent  to  the  proposed  Project  are  the  MUNI  5  Year  Plan  and  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  Transportation  Element.  The  changes  proposed 
by  the  MUNI  5  Year  Plan,  as  recently  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors, 
would  consist  primarily  of  improvements  in  bus  service.  The  NEWS  Transportation 
Element  developed  a  comprehensive  strategy  for  transit  services  for  the  waterfront  area; 
a  key  element  is  a  waterfront  transit  service  corridor  along  The  Embarcadero.  The  NEWS 
Transportation  Element  is  fully  consistent  with  the  MUNI  5  Year  Plan.  See  also 
Figure  13,  p.  72. 

Parking.  The  NEWS  Transportation  Element  developed  a  parking  plan  to  serve  the 
waterfront.  The  NEWS  parking  plan  proposes  providing  all-day  parking  in  intercept 
parking  facilities  and  converting  close-in  spaces  to  short-term  parking.  The  plan  also 
proposes  providing  accessory  parking  specifically  for  new  land  uses.  Under  the  NEWS 
parking  plan,  up  to  1,600  spaces  could  be  developed  on  the  intercept  parking  sites  located 
under  the  Bay  Bridge  and  the  stub-end  of  Interstate  280  to  serve  long-term  parking. 
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PROJECTED  TRAFEIC  VOLUMES  AND  PROPOSED  TRANSIT  ROUTES 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  A 
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TABLE  14:     TRIP  ORIGIN  -  DESTINATION  DISTRIBUTION 
NORTHEASTERN  WATERFRONT  AREA* 


Percent  of  All  Trips  by  Land  Use  Type 


Distant  Office  /  Industrial  /         Retail  /  Restaurant  /       Residential  / 

Origin/Destination  Warehouse**  Hotel***  Recreational*** 

Auto         Transit  Auto  .         Transit  Auto  Transit 


San  Francisco 


Central 

1 

9 

5 

21 

10 

38 

Marina  &  Northeast 

10 

18 

16 

20 

22 

17 

Richmond 

6 

11 

9 

12 

13 

10 

Twin  Peaks  &  Sunset 

9 

16 

15 

19 

20 

16 

Mission/ 

Hunters  Point 

_3 

_7 

__5 

_6 

_6 

__6 

San  Francisco  Total 

29 

61 

50 

78 

71 

87 

East  Bay 

31 

15 

22 

8 

13 

8 

Peninsula 

20 

14 

13 

7 

5 

4 

North  Bay 

20 

10 

15 

7 

1 1 

_J 

TOTAL 

100 

i  00 

100 

100 

100 

100 

*    Excludes  Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Trips. 

**    Sources:  EIR,  "Howard  and  Main  Office  Building,  San  Francisco"  EE  74.140,  1975; 

and  1970  U.S.  Census  Journey  to  Work  Data. 
***    Estimated  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  Based  on  Regional  Population  Distribution. 
****  Estimated  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  based  on  1970  U.S.  Census  Journey  to  Work 

Data  for  Selected  Tracts  in  San  Francisco. 


TRANSPORTATION  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1 

Under  Alternati  ve  A,  new  development  would  replace  the  existing  land  uses.  A  hotel, 
retail  uses  and  a  total  of  2,495  residential  units  would  be  built  and  the  amount  of  floor 
area  in  office  use  would  be  reduced  to  28  0,000  sg  ft.  A  net  increase  in  person-trips  would 
result.  These  new  trips  would  use  an  improved  transit  system,  and  a  street  network  which 
may  be  modified  by  closures  and  realignments  which  are  a  possible  part  of  the  Project. 
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TABLE  15:      NET  CHANGES  IN  TRIP  GENERATION 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Net  Change -Trip  Generation 
Land  Use  Net  Change  in  Use  Person  TE  Vehicle  TE  Transit  TE 

RINCON  POINT  SUB-AREA 


Office 

-280,000  sq  ft. 

-3,920 

-1,417 

-2,078 

Retail 

+  112,000  sq  ft. 

+3,360 

+  672 

+  1,344 

Residential 

+530  Units 

+  3,375 

+1,457 

+1,789 

Hotel 

+800  Rooms 

+6,000 

+2,400 

+  2,400 

Restaurant 

-5,600  sq  ft. 

-392 

-85 

-137 

Warehouse 

-51,000  sq  ft. 

-204 

-102 

-71 

Park 

+6.4  Acres 

+  384 

+  176 

-7—7 

+37 

RINCON  POINT  TOTAL 

+8,603 

+3,101 

+3,284 

SOUTH  BEACH  SUB-AREA 

Office 

-143,600  sq  ft. 

-2,010 

-727 

-1,065 

Retail 

+  267,700  sq  ft. 

+8,031 

+  1,606 

+3,212 

Residential 

+  1,965  Units 

+14,737 

+  5,403 

+6,632 

Restaurant 

+0  sq  ft. 

+0 

+0 

+0 

Warehouse 

-290,000  sq  ft. 

-1,139 

-568 

-399 

Park 

+7  Acres 

+420 

+  190 

+  40 

Marina 

+400  Slips 

+  1,000 

+320 

+200 

Maritime 

-30  Acres 

-1,950 

-975 

-682 

SOUTH  BEACH  TOTAL 

+19,089 

+  5,249 

+7,938 

Trip  Generation  Due  To  New  Development.  Changes  in  trip  generation  would  result  from 
the  proposed  land  use  changes  under  Alternative  A;  the  net  changes  in  daily  trips  are 
presented  in  Table  15.  Approximately  28,100  new  one-way  trips  daily  of  all  types  would 
result  -  about  8,600  for  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  and  slightly  more  than  19,000  in  the 
South  Beach  sub-area.  Transit  patronage  would  increase  by  more  than  11,200  trips  daily 
with  private  vehicle  use  increasing  by  over  8,300  trips  daily.  The  origin-destination 
patterns  of  these  new  trips  are  assumed  to  be  the  same  as  the  existing  patterns  shown  in 
Table  14,  p.  73;  about  30%  of  the  auto  trips  would  originate  or  end  in  San  Francisco;  the 
rest  would  originate  or  end  at  North  Bay,  East  Bay,  and  Peninsula  locations. 
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Street  Network.  As  part  of  the  proposed  Project,  changes  may  be  made  in  the  existing 
street  network.  In  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  The  Embarcadero  would  be  rerouted  along 
SteuartSt.  between  Howard  and  HarrisonSts.  The  new  alignment  would  become  the 
principal  north-south  street  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area;  its  intersections  with  Howar  I, 
Folsom  and  HarrisonSts.  would  remain  open  to  provide  access  to  the  west.  The  existing 
roadway  of  The  Embarcadero  would  be  converted  to  a  park  between  Howard  and 
HarrisonSts.  Other  street  closures  may  occur  at  MissionSt.  between  The  Embarcadero 
and  Spear  St.,  and  at  Steuart  St.  between  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.  In  the  South  Beach 
Project  sub-area,  the  principal  north-south  streets  would  be  Second  St.  and  The 
Embarcadero,  connecting  to  Third  St.  via  King  Street.  The  principal  east-west  streets 
would  be  Bryant  and  BrannanSts.  Portions  of  other  streets  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area 
may  be  closed  and  incorporated  into  the  Project  (see  also  Figure  5,  p.  16). 

Regional  Access.  The  San  Francisco  -  Oakland  Bay  Bridge,  the  Embarcadero  Freeway, 
US  101,  Interstates  80  and  280  and  their  associated  interchanges  are  regional  facilities 
which  would  be  affected  by  the  Project.  Based  on  the  Projected  origins  and  destinations 
of  Project-related  trips,  it  is  anticipated  that  several  thousand  vehicle  trips  per  day  would 
be  added  to  present  traffic  loads  on  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  In  view  of  the 
displacement  of  existing  industrial  uses  with  proposed  office  and  residential  uses,  a  larger 
proportion  of  the  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  Project  would  occur  during  peak 
commute  hours.  Traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  Project  would  create  additional 
congestion  and  delay  during  commute  periods. 

Several  interchanges  for  Interstate  80  and  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  are  located  in  the 
Project  vicinity.  The  interchange  closest  to  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  is  the  Beale-Main 
St.  couplet.  The  First-Fremont  St.  couplet  is  closest  to  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  The 
Project  would  add  an  estimated  5,800  and  2,500  daily  vehicle-trips  from  the  Rincon  Point 
and  the  South  Beach  sub-areas  respectively  to  these  two  ramp  couplets.  For  peak  hour 
commute  traffic  of  10%  of  average  daily  traffic  volumes,  the  Project  would  generate 
approximately  580  and  250  peak  hour  vehicle-trips  respectively  on  the  Beale-Main  and 
First-Fremont  couplets.  Ramp  capacity  is  some  1,200  vehicles  per  hour;  peak  hour  traffic 
from  the  Project  would  constitute  some  48%  and  21%  of  capacity  at  these  two 
interchanges,  respectively.  Peak  hour  traffic  congestion  on  the  freeways  and  ramps  would 
extend  to  Downtown  streets,  affecting  the  level  of  local  traffic  circulation  service. 

Local  Access.  The  proposed  street  closures  and  resulting  limits  on  private  vehicle  use 
would  affect  the  accessibility  of  portions  of  the  Project  sub-areas  by  different 
transportation  modes.  The  nature  of  these  street  modifications  and  their  projected 
traffic  impacts  are  listed  in  Table  16,  p.  76.  Street  closures  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area 
would  affect  local  access  to  several  businesses  bordering  the  proposed  Project.  More 
street  closures  may  be  made  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area;  the  closed  streets  may  become 
an  integral  part  of  the  internal  access  and  circulation  system  of  the  sub-area. 

Traffic  Circulation.  The  proposed  changes  would  involve  only  surface  streets;  however, 
traffic  circulation  impacts  would  occur  both  on  freeways  and  the  local  street  system. 
Traffic  impacts  would  probably  affect  the  following  freeway  ramps: 

I  280  off-ramp  at  4th  and  Berry; 

Bay  Bridge  off-ramp  at  Fremont  and  Harrison; 

Bay  Bridge  on-ramp  at  First  and  Harrison,  Essex  and  Harrison; 

Bay  Bridge  off-ramp  at  Main  and  Mission;  and 

Bay  Bridge  off-ramp  at  Beale  and  Mission. 
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TABLE  16:      LOCAL  TRAFFIC  ACCESS  IMPACTS 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVES  A  AND  B 


Street 


Nature  of  Modification 


Probable  Traffic  Access  Impacts 


Mission 


Develop  a  transit  -  pedestrian 
mall  between  Spear  and  Steuart 


Eliminate  private  vehicle 
passenger  drop-off  to  Southern 
Pacific  Offices  at  Mission  Street 


Steuart 


The 

Embarc  adero 


Beale 


Develop  Muni  light  rail  subway 
surface  "breakout"  facility 
at  Mission  and  Steuart;  limit 
Steuart  between  Mission  and 
Howard  to  light  rail  vehicle 
operation 

Develop  a  public  park  by 
closing  The  Embarcadero 
between  Howard  and  Harrison 

Close  Street  between  Bryant 
and  Brannan 


Eliminate  vehicle  access  to 
existing  businesses  on  the  east 
side  of  Steuart;  commercial 
deliveries  made  to  these 
businesses  would  have  to  use 
The  Embarcadero. 

No  impact  on  vehicle  access 
because  existing  businesses  would 
be  displaced  by  a  public  park. 

No  impact  on  vehicle  access 
because  existing  buildings  and 
businesses  would  be  displaced  by 
new  developments  with  planned 
site  access. 


Fremont  Close  street  between 

Brannan  and  The  Embarcadero 

First  Close  street  between  Bryant 

and  The  Embarcadero;  Brannan 
through  traffic  flow  would  be 
maintained 


Same  as  Beale 


Same  as  Beale 


Collin  P.  Close  street  between  Brannan 

Kelly  Jr.        and  Townsend 

Townsend         Close  a  part  of  the  street 
between  Second  and  The 
Embarcadero 


Same  as  Beale 


Vehicle  access  to  Japan  St. 
Warehouse  would  be  maintained. 


Second  St.        Close  street  between  Berry 
and  King 

Berry  Close  street  between  The 

Embarcadero  and  Second 

The  Close  street  between  King 

Embarcadero    and  Berry 


Same  as  Beale 
Same  as  Beale 
Same  as  Beale 
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TABLE  17:     EXISTING  AND  FUTURE  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE  C 


--  EXISTING  TRAFFIC  --  ALTERNATIVE  C 


—  Site  Traffic  — 

Future 

Existing 

As  %  of 

Case  1 

S  treet 

APT* 

Number 

Existing_ADT* 

1  990  AD 

Fremont 

S.  of  Mission 

9,000 

108 

1.2 

1 1 ,000 

Harrison 

E.  of  First 

3,000 

305 

10 

12,000 

Brannan 

E.  of  Third 

4,000 

974 

24 

4,000 

Second 

S.  of  Bryant 

3,000 

566 

19 

4,500 

*  ADT:  Average  Daily  Traffic 


The  proposed  street  closures  would  affect  primarily  the  north-south  streets  along  the 
shoreline  and  would  not  affect  the  continuity  of  major  thoroughfares  carrying  large 
volumes  of  through-trips*  The  north-south  streets  intersecting  with  The  Embarcadero  are 
low  volume  and  are  primarily  used  by  commercial  vehicles  serving  surrounding  industrial 
uses.  As  many  of  these  industrial  uses  and  associated  vehicle-trips  would  not  remain, 
traffic  diversions  from  the  proposed  street  closures  would  be  minor.  The  Embarcadero 
and  most  of  the  area's  high  capacity  east-west  streets  would  remain  open. 

With  no  increase  in  the  carrying  capacity  of  downtown  streets,  and  no  proposed 
construction  of  new  streets,  the  additional  cumulative  person-trips  generated  by  the 
proposed  Project  and  by  other  developments  would  result  in  lower  levels  of  traffic  service 
and  increased  traffic  congestion  and  delays.  Changes  in  traffic  conditions  as  a  result  of 
the  proposed  Project  were  estimated  for  four  selected  major  streets  (see  Tables  17  and  18, 
pp.  77  and  78).  Of  these  streets,  both  Fremont  and  Brannan  would  experience  an  increase 
in  the  percentage  of  traffic  from  the  Project  area.  On  the  other  selected  streets,  the 
proportion  of  the  traffic  load  from  the  Project  would  be  reduced. 

Traffic  from  the  proposed  Project  would  affect  the  level  of  service  at  nearby 
intersections.  The  practical  upper  limit  for  street  capacity  in  urban  areas  is  defined  as 
"Level  of  Service  D";  traffic  volumes  exceeding  this  level  result  in  conditions 
unacceptable  to  most  drivers.  Four  selected  intersections  were  analyzed  to  determine 
changes  in  volume-capacity  ratios,  referenced  to  Level  of  Service  D,  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  Project  (see  Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  78-79). 

The  Embarcadero,  with  its  alignment  and  intersection  geometries  modified  as  proposed, 
would  maintain  its  continuity  and  function  at  an  acceptaole  service  level.  Except  for  a 
few  intersections,  such  as  King  and  3rd,  which  would  approach  capacity,  the  modified  road 
system,  in  conjunction  with  an  improved  transit  network,  would  opera te  at  satisfactory 
levels  of  service  and  traffic  safety  after  development  of  the  Project. 
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TABLE  18:     PROJECTED  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Street 

Fremont 

S.  of  Mission 
Harrison 

E.  of  First 
Brannan 

E.  of  Third 
Second 

S.  of  Bryant 


TOTAL  TRAFFIC  -- 


Case  1  Case  2 

1990  ADT     1990  ADT 


12,000 
13,000 


7,000 


5,500 


18,000 
13,700 
7,500 
5,500 


PROJECT  TRAFFIC  -  ALT.  A 


1,000 
1,000 
3,000 
1,000 


As  %  of 
Case  1 


8 
8 
43 
18 


As  %  of 
Case  2 


Number      1990  ADT     1990  ADT 


5 
7 
40 
18 


Transit.  Transit  service  is  light  in  this  part  of  the  waterfront,  due  in  part  to  the  presence 
of  predominantly  industrial  uses,  which  have  lower  daily  and  peak-hour  ridership  rates 
than  downtown  office  uses.  The  MUNI  Five  Year  Plan  proposes  the  removal  of  the 
80  line,  a  peak  hour  express  bus  operation  crossing  the  South  Beach  sub-area  via  Beale  St. 
Removal  of  the  80  line  would  deny  some  transit  riders  direct  access  to  the  downtown 
areas  it  presently  serves.  However,  MUNI's  future  operations  in  both  sub-areas  would  be 


TABLE  19:       CRITICAL  LANE  VOLUMES  AT  SELECTED  INTERSECTIONS* 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVES  A,  B  AND  C 


ALTERNATIVE  A     ALTERNATIVE  B     ALTERNATIVE  C 


In  tersecticn 


P.M.  Peak  Hour 
Critical  Lane 
Volume 
(Vehicles/hr.) 


Broadway  &  The  Embarcadero 
Howard  &  The  Embarcadero 
Harrison  &  The  Embarcadero 
Third  &  King 


964 
920 
950 
1,275 


P.M.  Peak  Hour 
Critical  Lane 
Volume 
(Vehicles/hr.) 

1,006 
931 
1,027 
1,294 


P.M.  Peak  Hour 
Critical  Lane 
Volume 
(Vehicles/hr.) 

898 
850 
827 
1,243 


*    Based  on  critical  lane  method,  1990  conditions,  with  NEWS  fully  developed; 

includes  both  sub-areas'  traffic,  based  on  NEWS  area  proposed  road  network,  and 
with  Embarcadero  Freeway  remaining. 
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TABLE  20: 


VOLUME  CAPACITY  RATIOS  AT  SELECTED  INTERSECTIONS* 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVES  A,  B  AND  C 


Intersection 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
P.M.  Peak  Hour 
Volume  Capacity 
Ratio+ 


ALTERNATIVE  B 
P.M.  Peak  Hour 
Volume  Capacity 
Ratio+ 


ALTERNATIVE  C 
P.M.  Peak  Hour 
Volume  Capacity 
Ratio* 


Broadway  &  Embarcadero 
Howard  &  Embarcadero 
Harrison  &  Embarcadero 
Third  &  King 


0.71 
0.68 
0.70 
0.94 


0.75 
0.69 
0.76 
0.96 


0.67 
0.63 
0.61 
0.92 


*    Based  on  critical  lane  method,  1990  conditions,  with  NEWS  fully  developed; 

includes  both  sub-areas'  traffic,  based  on  NEWS  area  proposed  road  network,  and 

with  Embarcadero  Freeway  remaining. 
+    At  Level  of  Service  D,  1,350  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour. 


increased  by  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  J,  E,  and  M  lines.  These  ne//  lines  would 
provide  additional  transit  capacity  to  the  northern  and  southern  portions  of  San 
Francisco.  Other  MUNI  lines  directly  affected  by  the  proposed  Project  woulo  be  Line  42 
on  Second  St.,  and  Lines  14  and  26  on  Mission  St.  Approximately  80%  of  tne  transit  trips 
generated  by  the  proposed  Project  would  be  made  in  San  Francisco  with  the  balance 
distributed  throughout  the  East  Bay,  North  Bay  and  the  Peninsula  (see  Taole  2 1 ,  p.  80). 
San  Francisco  trips  would  be  accommodated  primarily  by  lines  on  The  Embarcadero  and  by 
such  transit  lines,  including  those  on  Market  St.,  as  are  within  walking  distance  of  the 
Project  areas.  The  availability  of  several  transit  lines  would  avoid  adding  the  entire 
increase  in  trips  to  any  one  line.  The  roughly  355  peak-hour  transit  trips  to  other  parts  of 
the  Bay  Area  would  be  absorbed  by  AC  Transit,  SamTrans,  Greyhound,  Southern  Pacific 
Transportation  and  improved  BART  operations.  The  street  closures  would  facilitate 
transit  operations  on  Mission  St.  between  Spear  and  Steuart  Sts.,  and  along  the  segment  of 
The  Embarcadero  adjacent  to  the  South  Beach  sub-area. 

Parking  -  The  Project  would  increase  existing  demand  for  parking.  Present  parking 
demands  from  industrial  uses  would  largely  be  displaced  by  demand  from  the  proposed 
retail,  office,  residential  and  public  uses;  demand  for  evening  and  weekend  parking  would 
be  added.  Existing  and  future  parking  demand  from  the  nearby  Financial  District  would 
lead  to  more  intense  use  of  parking  space  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  than  in  the  South 
Beach  sub-area. 

The  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  has  proposed  changes  in  the  number  of 
parking  spaces  available  in  the  survey  area  (see  Table  22,  p.  80).  The  NEWS  parking  plan 
assumes  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  the  construction  of  about 
800  intercept  parking  spaces.  Retaining  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  as  assumed  in  the 
Case  1  setting,  would  mean  that  some  500  existing  spaces  would  continue  to  be  available. 
Maintaining  the  existing  spaces  and  providing  new  ones  would  reduce  external  demand  for 
curb  and  off-street  parking  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  If  the  intercept  parking 
facilities  were  not  constructed,  or  were  not  used  as  planned,  the  proposed  Project  would 
increase  on-street  parking  demands  in  the  Project  vicinity. 
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TABLE  21:     EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVES  A  AND  B 


EXISTING  ALTERNATIVE  A       ALTERNATIVE  B 


Daily  Trips 

Daily  Trips 

Daily  Trips 

Origin /Destination 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percen 

San  Francisco 

4,165 

62.1 

14,376 

80.2 

19,822 

77.0 

East  Bay 

979 

14.6 

1,595 

8.9 

2,654 

10.3 

Peninsula 

905 

13.5 

1,154 

6.4 

1,998 

7.8 

North  Bay 

657 

9.8 

802 

4.5 

1,259 

4.9 

TOTAL 

6,706 

100.0 

17,927 

100.0 

25,733 

100.0 

SOURCE:  Tables  13,  14  and  15,  pp.  71,  73  and  74. 


Construction  -  During  construction  of  the  proposed  Project,  construction  vehicles  and 
workers'  autos  would  cause  a  temporary  increase  in  demand  for  parking. 
Construction-related  traffic  would  increase  volumes  on  major  local  arterials,  especially 
those  connecting  with  freeway  ramps.  Since  existing  of f-street  parking  spaces  would  be 
removed  as  a  result  of  Project  construction,  a  parking  shortage  would  be  experienced 
during  the  construction  period,  particularly  on  weekdays,  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area. 


TABLE  22:       PARKING  PLAN 

NORTHEASTERN  WATERFRONT  SURVEY  AREA 


North  of 

South  of 

Parking  Spaces 

Bay  Bridge 

Bay  Bridge 

Total 

Existing  within  Survey  Area 

1,750  * 

NA 

1,750 

To  be  Removed  from  Survey  Area 

1,600 

NA 

1,600 

Accessory  to  Serve  New  Uses 

1,050 

2,700 

3,750 

Intercept  Parking  to  Serve  Survey  Area 

800 

800 

TOTAL 

1,200  ** 

3,500 

4,700 

*    Including  529  spaces  under  the  Freeway  and  on  The  Embarcadero. 
**    4425  additional  spaces  are  available  within  1  500  feet  of  the  Ferry  Building. 

SOURCE:  Transportation  Technical  Reports,  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey,  1979 
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Case  2 


The  Case  2  setting  differs  from  Case  1  in  that  the  setting  is  altered  by  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  and  the  rerouting  of  its  traffic  in  the  manner  described  in  the 
NEWS  Transportation  Element  (Wilbur  Smith  Associates). 

Trip  Generation  Due  to  New  Development.  Under  the  Case  2  setting,  the  trips  generated 
by  Alternati  ve  A  remain  the  same  as  under  the  Case  1  setting.  Trip  generation  is 
discussed  under  Case  1,  above,  and  presented  in  Table  15,  p.  74. 

Street  Network,  Regional  and  Local  Access.    The  street  network  and  associated 
modifications  related  to  Alternative  A  are  discussed  under  Street  Network,  under  the 
Case  1  setting,  above;  modifications  related  to  the  Case  2  setting  are  described  in 
Section  III,  p.  II.  Removal  of  the  Freeway  would  affect  traffic  movements  and  volumes 
throughout  Downtown  and  the  waterfront,  including  the  Project  area.  Approximately  61% 
of  present  travel  on  the  Freeway  is  regional  in  nature.  Over  90%  of  all  traffic  using  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  is  estimated  to  have  origins  or  destinations  in  San  Francisco.  In 
1979  approximately  71,000  vehicles  per  day  used  the  facility. 

Traffic  Circulation.  After  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  its  current  traffic  load 
would  be  diverted  to  alternate  routes.  Streets  crossing  Market  St.  near  the  waterfront, 
including  The  Embarcadero,  Main,  Beale,  First  and  Front  Sts.,  would  be  among  the 
alternate  routes  and  would  experience  increases  in  traffic  volumes  from  the  diversions. 
The  ability  of  these  streets  to  absorb  the  additional  traffic  is  limited,  and  may  be 
inadeguate  to  serve  all  the  diversion,  particularly  during  peak  hours.  These  streets  would 
function  at  maximum  capacity  with  an  increase  in  the  period  of  congestion.  The  gueueing 
of  vehicles  presently  occurring  on  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  be  transferred  to 
surface  streets  near  the  Bay  Bridge  and  Bayshore  Freeway  ramps.  See  also  Tables  18,  19 
and  20,  pp.  78  and  79.  Traffic  added  by  Alternative  A  would  be  a  smaller  fraction  of  ADT 
on  local  streets  under  Case  2  than  under  Case  1,  although  ADT  would  be  higher  under 
Case  2  than  under  Case  1. 

Transit.  Trips  that  could  no  longer  be  served  by  auto  without  the  Embarcadero  Freeway 
would  transfer  to  transit  systems,  increasing  demand.  Increases  in  the  bus  and  BART  car 
fleets  would  be  reguired  to  serve  the  increased  peak  demand.  The  peak  transit  demand 
period  might  also  increase.  Increased  congestion  and  conflicts  with  vehicles  gueueing  at 
freeway  on-ramps  would  result  in  some  delays  in  bus  operation,  which  might  affect  transit 
schedule  reliability.  The  new  trips  from  the  Project  and  other  nearby  development  would 
further  increase  demand  for  transit  and  would  result  in  higher  patronage  levels.  Removal 
of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  may  cause  some  commuter  trips  to  the  North  Bay  to 
transfer  to  the  Golden  Gate  Ferry,  which  might  reguire  additional  ferries.  Trips  from  the 
Peninsula  may  transfer  to  SamTrans  or  to  the  Southern  Pacific  commuter  line. 
Commuters  traveling  to  the  Project  area  from  the  East  Bay  would  be  able  to  transfer  to 
either  BART  or  AC  Transit.  In  all  of  these  cases,  additional  transit  capacity  would  be 
reguired  and  the  affected  transit  agencies  would  face  increased  expenditures  for  the 
purchase  of  new  rolling  stock  and  for  additional  operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
Additional  fare  box  revenues  from  the  increased  patronage  levels  would  offset  the 
increased  expenditures  to  an  unknown  degree.  To  effectively  serve  commuter  trips, 
connecting  shuttle  service  from  terminal  points  to  the  Project  area  would  be  needed. 

Parking  -  Transit  services  would  not  replace  all  auto  trips  to  the  Project  area.  Upon 
reaching  the  Project  vicinity,  many  drivers  would  attempt  parking  in  fringe  areas  and 
would  probably  use  intercept  parking  facilities,  if  available.  The  possible  effect  of  the 
removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  on  the  overall  parking  supply  might  be  a  net 
reduction  in  use  resulting  from  a  reduced  number  of  trips.  Such  a  reduction  would  occur 
if  congestion  or  lack  of  capacity  made  some  auto  trips  to  the  area  difficult  or  impossible. 
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Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1 

Transit  -  To  maintain  high  access  levels  in  an  area  with  a  finite  street  capacity  for 
vehicular  traffic,  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  improving  transit  operations.  Possible 
improvements  include: 

Develop  transit  improvements  as  outlined  in  the  MUNI  Five  Year  Plan  and  coordinate 
such  development  with  both  the  proposed  Project  and  other  NEWS  area  Projects  to 
maximize  transit  usage  and  revenue. 

Encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  by  Project  area  residents  and  workers  through 
extensive  publicity  campaigns. 

Provide  financial  incentives  such  as  discount  MUNI  passes  and  van  or  car  pool  parking 
discounts  to  Project  area  employees  to  promote  the  use  of  transit. 

Provide  assistance  to  businesses  and  firms  in  the  Project  area  to  maximize  transit, 
car  pool  and  van  pool  use. 

Increase  transit  use  through  more  restrictive  on-street  parking  regulations  and  time 
limits  in  the  Project  area. 

Parking  -  to  provide  for  parking  to  serve  the  area: 

Provide  off-street  parking  spaces  for  commercial  and  visitor  vehicles. 

Construction  -  to  facilitate  construction  of  the  Project  with  the  least  disruption  to  traffic 
circulation  and  parking  in  the  area: 

Plan  street  closures  to  occur  only  after  the  intended  diversion  route(s)  have  opened. 

Store  all  construction  equipment  and  vehicles  on  the  construction  sites. 

Organize  construction  activities  so  that  a  maximum  number  of  parking  spaces  are 
available  in  any  given  time  period. 

Avoid  using  local  and  regional  routes  for  construction  traffic  during  peak  traffic 
hours. 


Coordinate  construction  activities  with  railroad  users  to  minimize  potential 
disruption  of  freight  movements. 


Case  2 


Mitigation  measures  required  under  Case  1  would  also  be  required  to  mitigate  the  impacts 
of  Alternative  A  under  Case  2. 

Traffic  impacts  resulting  from  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  be  lessened  by 
the  diversion  of  auto  trips  to  public  transit.  The  diversion  could  include  shuttle  service  to 
intercept  parking  facilities  from  transit  terminals.  Car  and  van  pools  with  trip  matching 
services  could  reduce  total  vehicle  trips  and  may  be  effective  for  some  commuters.  The 
Golden  Gate  Ferry  line  from  the  North  Bay  terminates  near  the  Project  sub-areas. 
Expansion  of  this  service  could  eliminate  some  vehicle  trips  but  would  require  shuttle 
connections  to  the  South  Beach  sub-area. 
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Intercept  parking  lots  near  freeway  off-ramps  could  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  on 
congested  surface  streets. 

Impacts  -  Alternative  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

In  Alternative  B,  new  development  would  replace  existing  land  uses  in  both  sub-areas. 
Existing  industrial  uses  would  be  eliminated,  and  maritime  uses  reduced  from  curren' 
levels.  A  total  of  about  3876  residential  units,  approximately  1,120,000  sq.ft.  of  office 
space  and  about  316,000  sq.ft.  of  commercial  space  would  be  developed  under  this 
alternative.  These  uses  would  result  in  higher  densities  than  currently  exist  or  are 
proposed  under  Alternative  A. 

As  is  shown  in  Table  23,  p.  83,  a  net  increase  in  person-trips  would  result  from  the  new 
development.  Over  42,700  new  daily  trip-ends  would  be  generated  by  Alternative B.  Auto 
volumes  would  increase  by  roughly  13,700  trips,  and  transit  use  would  increase  by 
approximately  19,000  trips  per  day. 


TABLE  23:      NET  CHANGES  IN  TRIP  GENERATION 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTER  NATIVE  B 


Net  Change -  Trip  Generation* 
LandJJse  Net  Change  in  Use  Person  TE  Vehjcje_TE  Transit  TE 

RINCON  POINT  SUB- AREA 


Off  ice 

+  560,000  sq  ft. 

+7,840 

+  2,835 

+4,155 

Retail 

+  67,000  sq  ft. 

2,010 

+  402 

+  804 

Residential 

+280  Units 

►1,950 

+  715 

+878 

Hotel 

0  Rooms 

+0 

+0 

+0 

Restaurant 

-5,600  sq  ft. 

-392 

-85 

-137 

Warehouse 

-51,000  sq  ft. 

-204 

-102 

-71 

Park 

+  6.5  Acres 

+  390 

+  177 

+37 

RINCON  POINT  TOTAL 

+11, 594 

-V'42 

+5,666 

SOUTH  BEACH  SUB-AREA 

Office 

-143,600  sq  ft. 

-2,010 

-727 

-1,065 

R  et  ail 

+  261,000  sq  ft. 

+7,830 

+  1,566 

+  3,1  32 

Residential 

+  3,596  Units 

+  26,970 

+9,889 

+  12,136 

Restaurant 

+0  sq  ft. 

+0 

+0 

♦0 

Warehouse 

-290,000  sq  ft. 

-1,139 

-568 

-399 

Park 

+7  Acres 

+  420 

+  190 

+40 

Viarina 

+400  Slips 

+  1,000 

»  320 

f200 

iViar  itime 

-30  Acres 

-1,950 

-975 

-682 

SOUTH  BEACH  TOTAL 

+31,121 

+9,695 

+  13,362 

*  TE  -  Trip  Ends 
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FIGURE  14 

PROJECTED  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  B 


84 


TABLE  24:     EXISTING  AND  FUTURE  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 

KINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEAUH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE  B 


Street 

Fremont 

S.  of  Mission 
Harrison 

E.  of  First 
Brannan 

E.  of  Third 
Second 

S.  of  Bryant 


--  TOTAL  TRAFFIC 


Case  1  Case  2 

1990  ADT     1990  ADT 


11,140 
14,600 
12,000 
5,500 


17,140 
14,600 
12,000 
5,500 


PROJLC  T  TRAFFIC  -  ALT.  B 


As  %  of 
Case  1 


As  %  of 
Case  2 


Number     1990  ADT     I99U  ADT 


140 
2,600 
8,000 
1,000 


1.2 
18 
67 
18 


18 

67 
18 


About  77  %  of  the  transit  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  development  would  occur  in  San 
Francisco.  The  remainder  would  be  distributed  among  the  other  regions  of  the  Bay  Area 
according  to  the  distributions  shown  in  Table  21,  p.  80. 

Traffic  volume  increases  would  be  greater  than  under  Al  ternative  A  on  streets  and  ramp 
couplets  in  the  Project  area;  see  Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  78  and  79.  Proposed  street  closures 
would  remain  approximately  the  same  as  in  Alternative  A,  and  in  general,  impacts  of 
these  street  closures  would  be  the  same  as  under  Alternati  ve  A.  Under  Alternative  B, 
however,  traffic  impacts  of  the  closures  would  be  greater,  owing  to  the  higher  proposed 
densities  and  the  resulting  higher  levels  of  trip  generation  (see  Figure  1  4,  p.  84;  also 
Table  24,  p.  85,  as  compared  to  Tables  17  and  18,  p.  77  and  78). 

In  Alternative  B  under  the  Case  2  setting,  as  under  Alternative  A,  the  Project  setting 
would  be  altered  by  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  the  proposed  Project 
would  remain  unchanged.  As  for  Case  1 ,  the  impacts  from  Alternati  ve  B  woulo  be  greater 
than  in  Al  ternative  A,  but  the  same  in  kind. 

Mit  i  gati  o_ns  -  Alternati  ye  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Measures  reguired  to  mitigate  the  impacts  under  Alternative  B  would  be  the  same  as  for 
Alternative  A.  In  some  cases,  more  extensive  measures  would  be  required  to  match  the 
increased  level  of  impact.  However,  no  additional  mitigations  are  anticipated  for  either 
case  of  this  alternative. 

Jm pacts  -_AJ^ema_t[ve_C 

No  changes  in  land  use  would  occur  in  the  proposed  Project  sub-areas.  Transportation 
improvements  separate  from  the  proposed  redevelopment  would  occur  (see  Setting;.  The 
number  of  trip   generated  by  the  sub-areas  would  increase  gradually  from  existing 
levels.    As  shown  in  Table  17,  p.  77,  the  increased  traffic  would  occur  on  the  existing 
surface  street,  freeway  and  transit  network  (see  Figure  1  5,  p.  86). 
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FIGURE  15 

1990  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  C 
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Traffic  Network  Impacts  -  With  no  Project  in  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach,  traffic 
volumes  would  increase  gradually  from  existing  levels.  Increases  in  traffic  would  result 
from  activity  generated  by  cumulative  development. 

Transit  Impacts  -  Transit  demands  would  also  remain  close  to  existing  levels,  with 
increases  resulting  from  cumulative  development. 

Mitigation  Measures  Alternative  C 


None  necessary. 
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G.        CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 


CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY  SETTING 

The  City  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  the  nine-County  San  Francisco  Bay  air  basin. 
The  entire  air  basin  is  designated  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  as  a 
nonattainment  area  for  ozone  (photochemical  oxidant)  and  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  and 
San  Francisco  is  also  a  nonattainment  area  for  total  suspended  particulate  (TSP). 
"Nonattainment"  means  that  the  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  these  pollutants 
have  been  violated  within  the  past  two  to  three  years.  As  required  by  the  federal  Clean 
Air  Act  and  amendments,  a  regional  Air  Quality  Plan  (ABAG,  BAAQMD,  MTC,  1979)  has 
been  adopted  which  establishes  control  strategies  to  attain  these  standards  by  1987. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  an  air  quality 
monitoring  station  approximately  1.7  miles  to  the  west  of  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach 
Project  area.  BAAQMD  data  show  that  this  station  and  the  area  experience  rare 
violations  of  the  most  stringent  ozone,  CO,  nitrogen  oxides  (NO^  and  TSP  standards. 

Ozone  is  a  secondary  pollutant  formed  in  the  atmosphere  by  a  complex  series  of 
photochemical  reactions  involving  emitted  hydrocarbons  (HC)  and  NOx.  it  takes 
approximately  one  to  three  hours  in  a  stable  atmosphere  with  strong  sunlight  for 
significant  ozone  concentrations  to  build  up.  Thus,  ozone  air  pollution  is  a  regional 
phenomenon  because  the  component  pollutants  are  carried  downwind  before  the  reaction 
process  can  form  ozone.  In  contrast,  CO  and  particulates  are  formed  at  their  identified 
sources;  these  concentrations  decrease  as  the  pollutants  are  dispersed  by  wind.  CO  and 
particulate  concentrations,  therefore,  reflect  local  emission  sources. 

San  Francisco's  air  quality,  in  general,  is  the  least  degraded  of  the  developed  portions  of 
the  Bay  Area.  Much  of  San  Francisco  is  generally  upwind  of  major  pollutant  sources  such 
as  industrial  areas,  airports,  freeways  and  other  urban  activities.  Because  the  prevailing 
westerly  and  northwesterly  winds  tend  to  carry  pollutants  from  the  City  toward  the  East 
Bay  and  South  Bay,  San  Francisco  is  more  a  contributor  to  its  own  air  quality  problems 
(especially  CO  and  particulate)  and  to  those  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area  (especially 
ozone,  a  regional  pollutant),  than  a  recipient  of  pollutants  from  other  areas.  When 
atmospheric  stagnation  occurs  (as  the  result  of  calm  wind  conditions  coupled  with  thermal 
inversions,  most  commonly  in  the  fall  and  winter),  the  potential  exists  for  the  entire  Bay 
air  basin  to  experience  high  concentrations  of  pollutants. 

Motor  vehicles  are  the  largest  source  of  CO,  HC,  and  NOx  in  San  Francisco,  while 
paved  road  travel  (fugitive  emissions)  and  power  plant  fuel  combustion  are  the  largest 
sources  of  particulate  (expressed  as  total  suspended  particulates,  TSP)  and  sulfur  oxides 
(SOx))  respectively.  Existing  emissions  attributable  to  the  Project  area  are  primarily 
from  vehicular  traffic,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  from  small  stationary  sources  such  as  boilers 
and  furnaces  and  other  industrial  operations  such  as  paint  and  solvent  uses.  Estimated 
1980  and  projected  1990  emissions  from  traffic  generated  by  existing  onsite  uses  are 
shown  in  Table  25,  p.  90.  Emissions  in  this  Table  are  based  on  vehicle  miles  traveled 
(VMT)  by  site-generated  traffic.  Therefore,  these  emissions  are  region-wide;  they  include 
emissions  within  the  Project  area  as  well  as  emissions  to  distances  of  up  to  about  20  miles 
from  the  project  site.  Projected  1990  vehicular  emissions  from  continuation  of  existing 
uses  would  be  lower  than  in  1980  due  to  state-  and  federal-mandated  vehicular  emission 
controls. 
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CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1 

Climate  Impacts 

Areas  of  pedestrian  activity  would  be  affected  by  proposed  structures  through  their 
impact  on  shadows  and  winds.  The  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  recommends  that 
pedestrian  areas,  particularly  parks  and  plazas,  be  oriented  to  permit  maximum  exposure 
to  sunlight. 

In  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  portions  of  the  1,440  foot  long  major  park  proposed  between 

The  Embarcadero  and  the  Bay  could  be  shaded  during  the  afternoon  by  the  proposed 
commercial  area  to  the  west  and  by  the  existing  elevated  Embarcadero  Freeway.  In  the 
South  Beach  sub-area,  portions  of  the  major  park  proposed  adjacent  to  the  new  Marina 
could  be  shaded  by  structures  in  the  residential  area  to  the  northwest,  only  in  late  summer 
a  f  ternoons. 

Wind  effects  of  structures  are  complex;  without  detailed  designs,  problem  areas  in  the 

Project  cannot  be  identified.  In  general,  tall,  bulky  buildings  can  create  street-level 
winds.  Certain  building  shapes  may  also  increase  gustiness  and  turbulence  at  corners, 
depending  on  the  orientation  of  the  structure  with  respect  to  the  wind  direction.  High  or 
gusty  winds  and/or  persistent  shadows  can  render  pedestrian  areas  virtually  unusable. 
Wind  conditions  are  also  an  important  factor  in  design  of  the  South  Beach  marina. 

Air  Quality  Impacts 

Construction  Effects.  Demolition,  earthmoving  and  construction  activities  would  affect 
local  air  quality,  especially  particulate  (dust)  concentrations.  In  contrast  to  gaseous 
pollutants  and  to  small-size  particulates  from  combustion,  a  large  fraction  of  particulate 
from  construction  settles  out  of  the  atmosphere  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from  the 
source  and  generally  does  not  penetrate  to  the  lungs.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the 
small-size  (less  than  30  microns  in  diameter)  fraction  of  construction  particulate,  which 
may  remain  suspended  indefinitely  and  is  a  health  hazard,  is  generated  at  the  rate  of 
1.2  tons  per  acre  per  month  of  activity  (U.S.  EPA,  1977).  This  would  include  emissions 
from  excavation  and  earthmoving,  traffic  on  unpaved  surfaces,  wind  erosion  and 
construction  of  structures.  Without  mitigation,  this  rate  could  result  in  a  worst-case 
24-hour  concentration  of  approximately  5,500  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (ug/m^)  at 
and  adjacent  to  the  site  during  the  demolition,  excavation  and  earthmoving  phases.  This 
would  be  55  times  the  State  24-hour  standard  of  100  ug/m^. 

The  use  of  oil-based  paints  would  generate  hydrocarbon  emissions,  important  because  they 
react  with  nitrogen  oxides  in  the  presence  of  sunlight  to  form  ozone  (smog).  Regulation  8, 
Rule  3,  of  the  BAAQMD  prohibits  the  sale  and  application  of  any  architectural  coating 
that  contains  more  than  250  grams  per  liter  of  volatile  organic  compounds  after 
September  2,  1  980-/  1/ 

The  use  of  asphalt  for  road  paving  would  also  generate  hydrocarbon  emissions. 
Regulation  8,  Rule  15  of  the  BAAQMD  prohibits  the  use  of:  rapid-cure  cutback  asphalt; 
any  cutback  asphalt  during  April  through  October,  except  when  the  temperature  is  below 
50  degrees;  and,  after  I  January  1982,  emulsified  asphalt  containing  petroleum  solvents  in 
excess  of  three  percent  by  volume. 


89 


TABLE  25:    ESTIMATED  AND  PROJECTED  VEHICULAR  POLLUTANT  EMISSIONS 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 


Sub-Area  Pollutant  Emissions*  in  tons/day 

Year       Use  CO  HC  NOx         SOx  TSP 


Rincon  Point 

1980  Existing  1.714  0.149  0.177  0.013  0.022 

1990  Alternative  C  0.849  0.077  0.105  0.013  0.0  1  8 

1990  Alternative  A,  Case  1  1.351  0.122  0.165  0.020  0.028 

South  Beach** 

1980  Existing  1.597  0.139  0.165  0.012  0.020 

1990  Alternative  C  0.792  0.072  0.098  0.012  0.016 

1990  Alternative  A,  Case  1  1.801  0.178  0.213  0.026  0.035 

Bay  Area  AQMD 

1990  Projected                    3,325.  884.  702.  428.  203. 


*    Emissions  of  CO,  HC,  and  NOx  include  an  assumed  three  minutes  of  idle  time 

per  trip.  Idle  emission  factors  are  not  available  for  SOx  or  TSP. 
**    South  Beach  emissions  for  1990  Al  ternative  A,  Case  1  include  those  from  motorized 
boats  as  well  as  on-road  motor  vehicles. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  BAAQMD,  1979,  EMFAC-5 
Vehicular  Emission  Factors.  1990  Bay  Area  Projections  are  from  ABAG, 
BAAQMD,  MTC,  1979. 


Long-Term  Operation  Effects.  Long-term  air  quality  impacts  would  result  primarily  from 
increased  vehicular  emissions.  Table  25,  p.  90,  shows  1990  daily  emissions  of  five 
pollutants  from  all  Project-generated  vehicular  traffic  and  from  motorized  boats 
operating  out  of  the  proposed  South  Beach  marina.  Relatively  minor  amounts  of  emissions 
would  also  be  generated  by  combustion  of  fuels  for  space  and  water  heating;  these  would 
replace  existing  minor  sources  such  as  furnaces,  boilers,  paint  and  solvents. 

Calculations  of  areawide  worst-case  pollutant  concentrations  were  performed  according 
to  BAAQMD  Guidelines  (BAA PCD,  1975).  Total  emissions  of  CO,  HC  and  NOx  within 
two  Local  Project  Impact  Areas  (LPIA),  one  square  kilometer  areas  approximately 
centered  around  the  Project  sites,  were  calculated  and  estimates  of  local  annual 
maximum  concentrations  of  these  pollutants  for  appropriate  averaging  times  were 
derived.  The  Rincon  Point  LPIA  is  bounded  by  Market  Street,  Fremont  Street, 
Bryant  Street  and  the  waterfront;  the  South  Beach  LPIA  is  bounded  by  Bryan  t  Street, 
Third  Street  and  the  waterfront.  Three  cases  for  each  LPIA  were  considered:  existing 
1980,  1990  Alternative  C  (or  base-case),  and  1990  Alternative  A,  Case  1.  The  results  are 
shown  in  Tables  26  and  27,  pp.  9  1  and  92. 

The  1990  base-case  (Alternative  C)  concentrations  in  both  the  Rincon  Point  LPIA  and  the 
South  Beach  LPIA  would  be  approximately  60%  of  the  1980  existing  concentrations,  on  the 
average,  due  to  vehicular  emissions  controls  discussed  previously.  Redevelopment  in  the 
Rincon  Point  sub-area  would  increase  HC  concentrations  by  14%  over  base-case  HC 
concentrations;  however,  HC,  NO2,  and  CO  concentrations  would  remain  below  existing 
1980  concentrations.  Even  so,  ambient  standards  for  HC  and  NOx  would  be  exceeded  in 
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TABLE  26:     ESTIMATED  AND  PROJECTED  LOCAL  ANNUAL  MAXIMUM 
CONCENTRATIONS  (in  ug/m3*) 
RINCON  POINT  LPIA 


Averaging  Time 


1  980  Existing 

1-hour 

3-hour 

8-  hour 

Annual 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

17,120 
1,630 

1,060 

9,280 

210 

1990  Base-Case** 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

9,460 
1,160 

380 

5,290 

150 

1990  Alternative  A,  Case  1 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

10,220 
1,140 

660 

5,720 

140 

Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

40,000 
470 

160 

10,000 

100 

ug/m3:  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 
Base-case  is  also  Alternative  C. 


NOTE:  Underlined  values  are  those  which  exceed  the  applicable  standard. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  BAAPCD,  1975,  and  based  on 

traffic  data  from  J.  Warren  &.  Associates. 


the  Rincon  Point  LPIA  in  all  three  cases.  The  Project  would  increase  the  annual 
maximum  and  probably  increase  the  freguency  of  HC  excesses  projected  to  occur  in  the 
base-case,  while  the  maxima  and  the  freguency  of  excesses  for  NO2  would  be  reduced. 
(The  latter  effect  is  because  NOx  emissions  would  be  reduced  with  lower  vehicle 
speeds,  offsetting  the  effect  of  larger  traffic  volumes.) 

Development  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  as  proposed  would  increase  HC  concentrations 
by  23%  over  base-case  (Alternative  C)  concentrations;  however,  HC,  NO2,  and  CO 
concentrations  would  remain  below  existing  1980  concentrations.  Even  so,  the  HC 
concentration  would  exceed  the  ambient  standard  in  all  three  cases;  other  pollutant 
concentrations  would  be  well  below  the  standards.    The  Project  would  increase  the  annual 
maxima  and  probably  increase  the  freguency  of  HC  excesses  projected  under  the 
base-case. 
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TABLE  27:     ESTIMATED  AND  PROJECTED  LOCAL  ANNUAL  MAXIMUM 
CONCENTRATIONS  (in  ug/m3*) 
SOUTH  BEACH  LPIA 


Averaging  Time 


1  980  Existing 

1-hour 

3-hour 

8-hour 

Annual 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

4,940 
240 

320 

2,820 

30 

1990  Base-Case** 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

2,950 
160 

220 

1,690 

20 

1990  Alternative  A,  Case  1 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

3,540 
180 

270 

2,020 

20 

Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards 

Carbon  Monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 
Nitrogen  Dioxide 

40,000 
470 

160 

10,000 

100 

*  ug/m3:  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 
**    Base-case  is  also  Alternative  C. 


NOTE:  Underlined  values  are  those  which  exceed  the  applicable  standard. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  BAAPCD,  1975,  and  based  on 

traffic  data  from  J.  Warren  and  Associates. 


The  projected  excesses  of  the  HC  standards  are  especially  important  in  view  of  the  role  of 
HC  in  ozone  formation  and  the  Bay  Area's  nonattainment  designation  for  ozone.  In 
addition,  the  Project  would  add  to  local  and  regional  accumulations  of  CO,  NO2, 
particulate,  and  SOx.  The  Air  Quality  Plan  found  that  ozone  would  continue  to  be  a 
regional  problem  in  the  future,  that  CO  and  particulate  would  continue  to  be  problems  on 
a  local  scale,  and  that  certain  pollution  control  strategies  (stationary  source  and  mobile 
source  emission  controls  and  transportation  improvements)  would  be  necessary  to  attain 
and  maintain  the  standards  for  these  pollutants  as  required  by  law.  Although  the  Project 
would  not  directly  conflict  with  these  strategies,  the  Project  would  impede  the  objectives 
of  the  Plan  by  generating  additional  pollutant  emissions  within  the  air  basin  and  in 
San  Erancisco. 
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TABLE  28:    PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  CO  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SENSITIVE 
RECEPTORS 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Receptor 

Contributing  Streets 

1  -Hour 

8-Hour 

1 

Howard  and  Spear  Sts. 

11.9 

5.4 

2 

The  Embarcadero  and  Embarcadero  Freeway 

22.3*** 

7.9*** 

3 

Spear  St.  and  the  Embarcadero  Freeway 

18.8*** 

6.9*** 

4 

Bryant  St.  and  the  Bay  Bridge 

51.4*** 

8.5*** 

5 

Brannan  St.  and  The  Embarcadero 

15.5 

6.7 

6 

King  St.  and  The  Embarcadero 

20.9 

8.7 

AMBIENT  CO  STANDARDS 

35.0 

9.0 

*    Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  addea  to  "background"  concentration 
(contribution  from  upwind  sources).  Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to 
be  8.4  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.8  ppm  for  eight  hours,  based  on  the  average  of  the 
second-highest  values  monitored  over  the  past  three  years  and  adjusted  for  1990. 
**    ppm:  parts  per  million 
***    Concentrations  are  extreme  worst-case  values,  calculated  as  if  all  sources  and 
receptors  are  at  the  same  level.  The  maximum  impacts  of  the  elevated  freeway 
and  the  surface  street  would  not  be  experienced  at  the  same  location.  In  addition, 
the  elevated  freeway  facilitates  more  dispersion  towards  the  ground  than  if  it  were 
a  surface  street. 

NOTE:  Underlined  totals  are  those  which  exceed  the  applicable  standard. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  BAAPCD,  1975,  and  based  on 
traffic  data  from  J.  Warren  &  Associates. 


Projections  were  also  made  of  worst-case,  1990  Alternative  A  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  at  three  sensitive  receptor  locations  in  each  Project  sub-area.  In  the 
Rincon  Point  sub-area,  receptor  1  would  be  in  a  residential  area  located  at  the  northeast 
corner  of  Spear  and  Howard  Streets.  Receptor  2  would  be  in  a  hotel  complex  located  on 
the  west  side  of  Steuart Street  and  south  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  Receptor  3  would 
be  in  the  same  hotel  complex  but  located  on  the  east  side  of  Spear  Street  and  south  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway.  In  the  South  Beach  site,  receptor  4  would  be  in  a  residential  area 
located  on  the  south  side  of  Bryant  Street  (and  the  Bay  Bridge)  between  First  and 
Beale Streets.  Receptor  5  would  be  in  the  same  residential  area  but  located  at  the  north 
corner  of  Brannan  Street  and  The  Embarcadero.  Receptor  6  would  be  located  in  a 
residential  area  at  the  north  corner  of  King  Street  and  The  Embarcadero. 

The  results  of  this  analysis,  which  are  shown  in  Table  28,  p.  93,  indicate  that  receptor  04, 
South  Beach,  would  experience  excesses  of  the  one-hour  CO  concentration  standard  in 
1990.  The  major  contributor  at  Receptor  4  would  be  the  Bay  Bridge;  low-speed  peak-hour 
traffic  on  the  Bridge  would  substantially  increase  CO  concentrations  for  some  distance 
away.  However,  because  this  source  is  elevated,  the  plume  would  be  partially  dispersed 
by  the  time  it  reached  ground  level.  The  eight-hour  standard  would  be  approached  at 
receptors  //4  and  #6,  in  South  Beach. 
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Case  2 
Clima  te 

As  under  the  Case  1  setting,  areas  of  pedestrian  activity  would  be  affected  by  proposed 
structures  through  their  impact  on  shadows  and  winds.  In  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area, 
removal  of  the  elevated  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  reduce  the  amount  of  afternoon 
shading  of  the  major  park  between  The  Embarcadero  and  the  Bay.  In  the  South  Beach 
sub-area,  shading  would  be  the  same  as  under  either  setting. 

With  the  exception  of  wind  effects  resulting  from  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway,  wind  effects  of  structures  under  this  setting  would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Case  1  setting. 

Air  Quality 

The  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  shift  traffic  from  it  onto  the  surface 
streets  in  the  area,  resulting  in  greater  congestion  and  lower  vehicle  speeds.  This  would 
tend  to  increase  emissions  of  CO  and  HC  and  decrease  NO2  emissions.  However,  some 
trips  previously  made  by  automobile  would  shi ft  to  other  modes  as  a  result  of  the 
increased  congestion,  tending  to  decrease  emissions  of  all  three  pollutants.  Thus,  CO  and 
HC  concentrations  under  the  Case  2  setting  might  be  similar  to  those  under  the  Case  1 
setting,  while  NO£  concentrations  could  be  lower. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  C  ase  2 

Climate 

During  the  design  review  process,  conduct  shadow  analyses  and  wind  studies  as  needed  to 
determine  the  impacts  of  specific  building  designs,  and  adhere  to  recommended  mitigation 
measures  which  result. 

Air  Quality 

Comply  with  BAAQMD  Regulation  8,  Rule  3  (Architectural  Coatings)  and  Rule  15  (Cutback 
Asphalts)  to  reduce  hydrocarbon  emissions. 

Sprinkle  demolition  areas  and  unpaved  construction  areas  at  least  twice  a  day  to  reduce 
fugitive  particulate  emissions.  See  also  related  Geology/Seismicity  Mitigation  Measures. 

Relocate  sensitive  receptors  away  from  major  roads  and  freeways  or  provide  adequate 
setbacks  to  reduce  carbon  monoxide  impacts  on  them. 

Impacts  -  Alternati  ve  B 


Case  1  /  Case  2 
Climate 

Areas  of  pedestrian  activity  would  be  affected  by  shadows  and  winds  in  a  way  similar  to 
that  described  under  Alternative  A. 
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Air  Quality 


Projected  vehicular  pollutant  emissions  due  to  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas 
would  be  about  130%  and  134%,  respectively,  of  those  shown  in  Table  25,  p.  90,  for 
Alternati  ve  A,  Case  1.  Projected  local  annual  maximum  concentrations  of  CD,  HC,  and 
N02  in  the  Rincon  Point  LPIA  would  be  100%,  98%  and  104%,  respectively,  of  those 
shown  in  Table  26,  p.  91 ,  for  Al  terna  tive  A,  Case  1;  in  the  South  Beach  LPIA  they  would  be 
101%,  100  %  and  1 00  %,  respective! y,  of  those  shown  in  Table  27,  p.  92.  CO  concentrations 
at  sensitive  receptor  locations  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  for  Al  terna  tive  A,  as 
shown  in  Table  28,  p.  93,  because  of  the  major  contribution  of  base  traffic. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Mitigation  measures  similar  to  those  described  under  Alternative  A  would  be  required  for 
this  alternative. 

Impacts  -  Alternati  ve  C 

Climate 

Shadowing  and  wind  impacts  of  Alternative  C,  the  No-Project  alternative,  would  be 
unchanged  from  the  present  conditions  except  for  those  effects  of  shadows  and  wind 
changes  due  to  any  new  structures. 

Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  data  for  Alternati  ve  C  are  presen  ted  in  detail  in  Tables  25,  26  and  27,  pp. 
90,  91 ,  aid  92.  These  data  are  labeled  "base-case"  or  Al  terna  tive  C  conditions. 
Comparisons  and  discussions  of  the  data  and  their  implications  are  presented  in  the 
Alternative  A  text. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 

None  required. 


NOTE  -  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


/  1/  For  oil-based  paints  produced  in  the  last  decade,  hydrocarbon  emissions  have  typically 
been  500-700  grams  per  liter  of  paint  used. 


95 


H.  NOISE 


NOISE  SETTING 

As  is  typical  of  downtown  San  Francisco,  the  noise  environment  of  the  site  is  dominated 
by  vehicular  traffic  noise.  Noise  levels  were  measured  for  approximately  15  minutes  at 
four  selected  locations  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  Area 
during  each  of  the  afternoons  of  July  3  and  July  9,  1980.  The  results,  which  are 
representative  of  upper-range  noise  levels  in  the  area,  are  shown  in  Table  29,  p.  96. 


Table  29:        EXISTING  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  FOUR  SELECTED  LOCATIONS 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT  AREA 


Measured  L1Q*      Estimated  Ldn** 

Location   (dBA***)  (dBA***) 

Rincon  Point 

Howard  St.  between  Spear  and  Steuart  Sts.                          69  66 

The  Embarcadero  between  Howard  and  Folsom  Sts.              71  68 

South  Beach 

The  Embarcadero  between  Brannan  and  Townsend  Sts.         81  78 

Bryant  St.  between  First  and  Beale  Sts.                               75  72 


Ljg  is  the  noise  level  exceeded  10%  of  the  time. 

L^p  is  the  day/night  average  noise  level,  a  noise  measurement  based  on  human 
reaction  to  cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period  which  takes  into 
account  the  greater  annoyance  of  nighttime  noises  (noise  between  10  p.m.  anO 
7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher  than  daytime  noise). 

dBA  is  the  measure  of  sound  in  units  of  decibels  (dB).  The  "A"  denotes  the 
A-weighted  scale,  which  simulates  the  response  of  the  human  ear  to  various 
freguencies  of  sound. 


The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  (adopted 
September  1  9,  1  974),  p.  17,  indicates  the  following  day-night  noise  levels  (L^n)  for  major 
thoroughfares  within  the  Project  area: 

80  dBA  -     Interstate  80  (Bay  Bridge),  and  Embarcadero  Freeway; 

75  dBA  -     Mission  and  Second  Sts.  and  The  Embarcadero;  and 

70  dBA  -     Howard,  Folsom,  Bryant,  Brannan  and  Townsend  Sts./l,  2/ 

The  differences  between  the  levels  shown  in  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  and 
the  levels  given  in  Table  29,  p.  96,  may  be  attributed  to  noise  from  other  nearby  roaas  and 
to  changes  in  traffic  routings,  volumes  and  composition  since  1974. 
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A  second  existing  major  source  of  noise  on  the  site  is  the  San  Francisco  Belt  Railroad  (the 
Belt  Line).  In  the  site  vicinity,  the  Line  runs  along  King  Street  and  northward  along  The 
Embarcadero.  At  present,  the  main  track  is  located  on  the  west  side,  or  in  the  median,  of 
The  Embarcadero.  Spur  tracks  cross  The  Embarcadero  to  provide  access  to  the  piers  (see 
Section  V.A,  Land  Use,  p.  29).  The  railroad  operates  one  train  in  each  direction  each  day, 
generally  in  the  early  morning  hours.  Switching  operations  occur  daily  at  the  Beale  St. 
yard  between  Beale,  Brannan  and  Bryant  Sts.  and  The  Embarcadero,  and  at  the  King  St. 
yard,  on  King  St.  between  Second  St.  and  The  Embarcadero.  In  addition,  switching  is 
required  one  to  two  times  per  month  to  deliver  or  pick  up  cars  from  the  piers  along  The 
Embarcadero.  Operations  usually  start  about  6  a. in.  and  end  oefore  10  a.m.  to  minimize 
conflicts  with  vehicular  traff ic./3,  4/ 

Future  development  and  operation  of  the  Municpal  Railway  E-Line  along  The 
Embarcadero  would  add  to  the  noise  environments  of  both  the  Rincon  Point  and  the  South 
Beach  sub-areas.  Proposed  operation  of  the  surface  light-rail  cars  would  replace  the 
existing  No  32  motor  coaches  which  run  from  the  SP  Station  to  the  Fisherman's  wharf 
area.  The  light-rail  cars,  however,  could  be  expected  to  be  noisier  than  the  motor 
coaches  and  would  increase  noise  over  the  existing  levels. 

Compatibility  with  Ambient  Noise  Levels.  San  Francisco  guidelines  for  the  compatibility 
of  various  land  uses  with  different  noise  environments  (Environmental  Protection  Element 
of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  p.  19)  were  adopted  by  City  Planning 
Commission  Resolution  No.  7244,  Sept.  19,  1974.  Table  30,  p.  98,  shows  general 
development  requirements,  for  each  specified  noise  level  criterion,  for  those  land  uses 
proposed  as  a  part  of  the  Project.  For  most  land  uses  proposed,  San  Francisco  guidelines 
generally  require  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  and  noise  insulation  features 
to  be  included  in  building  designs  for  structures  in  exterior  noise  environments  above 
65dBALcjn.  Table  30  relates  proposed  uses  to  specific  noise  criteria,  and  shows 
requirements  specified  by  the  element  for  compatibility. 

In  addition  to  the  San  Francisco  Environmental  Protection  Element,  Title  25  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code  states  that  for  dwellings  other  than  single  family 
detached  units,  such  as  hotels,  apartments  and  condominiums,  "Interior  community  noise 
equivalent  levels  (CNEL)  with  windows  closed,  attributable  to  exterior  sources  shall  not 
exceed  a  CNEL  of  45  dB  in  any  habitable  room."  CNEl  is  a  24-hour  measurement 
comparable  to  L-jn. 

NOISE  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1 


Table  31,  p.  99,  shows  expected  exterior  noise  environments  of  the  measured  locations 
after  redevelopment  under  Alternative  A. 

The  upper  floors  of  the  hotel  complex  and  housing  proposed  for  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area 
would  be  affected  by  traffic  on  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  directly  north  of  the  hotel  site, 
but  the  predominant  noise  source  at  street  level  would  be  traffic  on  The  Embarcadero  and 
traffic  on  neighboring  streets. 

Noise  from  operation  of  the  Municipal  Railway  E-Line  and  the  Belt  Line  along  The 
Embarcadero,  as  rerouted,  would  also  affect  Rincon  Point  developments.  Noise  from 
operation  of  Muni  E  Line  operations  could  be  expected  to  occur  throughout  the  day;  the 
Belt  Line  would  operate  from  6  a.m.  to  10  a.m. 
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TABLE  30:    LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS*  FOR  COMMUNITY  NOISE 
LEVELS 


Noise  Levels,  Ldn,  in  dBA 


I     3D H    1    1  CP 
1  at  1  U    i^J  oC 

i  i  o  l"n  f\  n 

U  VJ   LU   o  u 

/  u 

/  j 

OU 

0  J 

Residential 

A 

C 

C 

C 

c 

Hotels 

A 

B 

B 

c 

c 

Parks 

A 

A 

A,C 

c 

D 

Office 

A 

A 

A 

B 

C 

c 

Commercial  Retail 

A 

A 

A 

B,C 

c 

c 

Commercial  Industrial 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B,C 

c 

*The  Element  shows  overlapping  ranges  of  noise  levels  for  requirements. 

Requirements 
A:     Satisfactory,  no  special  noise  insulation  required. 

B:     New  development  only  after  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements;  noise  insulation 
must  be  included. 

C:    Discourage  new  development;  requirements  as  for  B,  above,  for  development. 
D:     New  development  generally  should  not  be  undertaken. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 

Comprehensive  Plan,  1974. 


Exterior  L,-jn  noise  levels  of  approximately  70  dBA  from  all  sources  would  oe 
experienced  at  the  hotel  and  at  proposed  housing  (upper  floors  near  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway  may  experience  higher  levels);  interior  L^p,  noise  levels  would  be  from  15  to  20 
dBA  less  (50  to  55  dBA).  Generally,  noise  levels  above  60  dBA  would  interfere  with 
normal  speech.  Because  of  the  nature  of  existing  uses  (warehousing,  light  industrial  and 
maritime)  in  the  vicinity  of  the  sites,  the  noise  impact  of  the  Project  on  existing  uses 
outside  the  Project  area  would  probably  be  minimal. 

Housing  proposed  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area  adjacent  to  Bryant  St.  between  Beale  and 
First  Sts.,  near  Highway  80,  would  experience  some  noise  from  that  freeway,  particularly 
during  peak  hours,  and  from  heavy  trucks  moving  eastbound  up  the  grade.  Noise  would 
also  be  generated  by  increased  traffic  on  Bryant  St.  Exterior  L^n  noise  levels  of 
approximately  73  dBA  from  these  sources  would  be  experienced  at  the  housing.  Housing, 
commercial  areas  and  the  park  proposed  for  the  South  Beach  sub-area  adjacent  to  The 
Embarcadero  southerly  from  Townsend  St.,  including  the  rerouted  portion  on  King  St., 
would  be  affected  by  noise  from  traffic  and  rail  operations  along  The  Embarcadero. 
Exterior  L^p  noise  levels  of  approximately  80  dBA  from  these  sources  would  be 
experienced.  In  addition,  Belt  Line  switching  activities  at  the  Beale  St. 
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TABLE  31:     EXPECTED  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  FOUR  SELECTED  LOCATIONS 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Location 


Estimated 
Ldn* 


Rincon  Point 


Howard  St.  between  Spear  and  Steuart  Sts. 


68  dBA" 


The  Embarcadero  between  Howard  and  Folsom  Sts.  (rerouted) 


70  dBA 


South  Beach 


The  Lmbarcadero  between  Brannan  and  Townsend  Sts. 


80  dBA 


Bryant  St.  between  First  and  Beale  Sts. 


73  dBA 


*    L^p  is  the  day/night  average  noise  level,  which  is  based  on  human  reaction  to 
cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period.  The  L,jn  takes  into  account  the 
greater  annoyance  of  nighttime  noises  by  weighting  noise  between  10  p.m.  and 
7  a.m.  by  10  dBA  over  daytime  noise. 
**    dBA  is  the  measure  of  sound  intensity  in  units  of  decibels  (dB).  The  "A"  denotes 
the  A-weighted  scale,  which  simulates  the  response  of  the  human  ear  to  various 
frequencies  of  sound. 


yard  and  the  noise  resulting  from  coupling  and  uncoupling  individual  cars  from  trains 
would  result  in  noise  impacts  on  the  proposed  South  Beach  sub-area  residential  uses  near 
Beale  St.  adjacent  to  the  yard.  According  to  the  Noise  Element,  these  uses  would  be  not 
be  compatible  with  expected  noise  levels. 

Noise  Impacts  Associated  With  The  Proposed  Use.  After  structures  are  built  and 
occupied,  the  local  noise  env ironment  would  be  affected  due  to  increased  traffic 
generated  by  the  new  uses,  rerouting  of  The  Embarcadero  and  mechanical  equipment  noise. 

Traffic  noise  levels  would  increase  in  both  sub-areas  and  immediate  vicinities  due  to 
increased  traffic  brought  about  by  redevelopment.  Noise  levels  due  to  Project-generated 
traffic  would  increase  less  than  1  dBA  over  the  1990  uase  case  (without  the  Project)  on 
most  streets.  Exceptions  would  be  Berry  St.  with  a  6  dBA  increase,  and  Townsend  St., 
with  a  1  dBA  increase.  A  1-dBA  increase  in  environmental  noise  is  undetectable  by  the 
untrained  human  ear;  2  dBA  is  the  minimum  detectable  increase. 

Traffic  on  The  Embarcadero  would  pass  by  the  hotel,  the  parks,  and  commercial  and 
residential  development  proposed.  Uses  located  nearest  the  new  route  of  The 
Embarcadero  would  experience  exterior  Ldn  noise  levels  between  73  and  80  dBA,  and 
interior  L^,-,  noise  levels  from  53  to  65  dBA,  due  to  the  combined  vehicular  and  rail 
traffic  along  this  route. 
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Although  the  specific  type  of  mechanical  equipment  which  would  be  used  in  the  buildings 
is  not  known,  historically,  mechanical  equipment  in  buildings  has  increased  environmental 
noise  levels  in  downtown  San  Francisco. /5/  Mechanical  equipment  noise  is  regulated  by 
the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  Section  2909,  "Fixed  Source  Noise  Levels" 
(San  Francisco  Muncipal  Code,  Partll,  Chapter  VIII,  Section  t,  Article29,  1972).  The 
ordinance  limits  equipment  noise  levels  in  commercial  zones  to  70dBA  between  7  a.m.  and 
10  p.m.  and  60dBA  between  the  hours  of  1 0  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  at  the  receiver's  property  line. 

During  lulls  in  the  traffic,  mechanical  equipment  generating  70dBA  would  dominate  the 
site  noise  environment.  Equipment  noise  would  be  inaudible  if  it  were  to  be  limited  to 
60dBA  to  meet  the  nighttime  limit.  The  proposed  Design  for  Development  calls  for 
locating  "to  the  greatest  extent  possible"  the  mechanical  equipment,  elevator  cores  and 
service  areas  of  the  hotel  complex  proposed  for  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  toward  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  "to  screen  noise  and  minimize  impacts  on  the  rest  of  the  complex 
and  open  spaces." 

Construction  Noise  Impact.  Levels  and  duration  of  construction  noise  would  vary  with  the 
type  of  structure  and  activities  required  for  construction.  Table  32,  p.  101,  shows  typical 
construction  noise  levels  for  commercial  construction  activities.  Pile  driving  noise  levels 
are  not  included  in  the  table.  Pile  driving  may  be  required  for  construction  in  the  area, 
and  would  be  the  noisiest  phase  of  construction.  Conventional  unmuffled  and  unshielded 
piledrivers  emit  noise  levels  of  1 00  to  110  dBA  at  a  distance  of  10  ft  each  time  the  driver 
strikes  the  pile.  The  quietest  piledriver  measured  by  the  City  emits  92  dBA  at  100  ft.,  but 
is  not  always  compatible  with  structural  engineering  requirements  of  the  building. 
Assuming  noise  emissions  of  100  dBA  at  10  ft.  piledriving  would  be  audible  to  people  on 
the  streets  within  1,000  ft.  of  the  development  site,  where  not  shielded  by  intervening 
buildings.  Vibrations  from  piledriving  would  also  cause  discomfort.  Piledriver  and  other 
construction  noise  levels  between  60  and  65  dBA  would  interfere  with  normal  speech 
between  individuals  at  distances  of  more  than  3  ft.  and  would  be  annoying  and  distracting. 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Section  2907c)  limits  noise  emissions  from  impact 
tools  and  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.  unless  the  Director  of  Public  Works 
has  approved  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  and  shields  or  shrouds  which  accomplish 
maximum  noise  attenuation.  To  date,  no  muffled  and/or  shielded  piledriver  has  been 
approved  for  use  in  San  Francisco.  Thus,  use  of  any  impact-type  piledriver  would  be  in 
violation  of  the  Ordinance.  However,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  allows  piledriver 
operation  under  certain  conditions,  which  may  include  specification  of  a  relatively  quiet 
piledriver,  predrilling  of  pile  holes,  and  specification  of  hours  of  operation  to  reduce  the 
number  of  people  exposed. /5/ 

The  Noise  Ordinance  (Section  2907b)  also  limits  noise  emissions  from  any  powered 
construction  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.  Adherence  to  this  limit  would 
ensure  that  this  type  of  equipment  would  cause  noise  levels  at  the  nearest  building  to  be 
no  greater  than  present  maximum  noise  levels  due  to  traffic  and  other  mechanical 
equipment.  Increases  in  noise  levels  due  to  trucking  of  construction  materials  to  and  from 
the  sites  would  depend  on  haul  routes  chosen  and  existing  traffic  noise  levels  along  the 
routes. 
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TABLE  32:        TYPICAL  COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE  LEVELS 
AT  50  FEET 


Construction  Phase  Average  r^oise  Level 

Ground  clearing  84  dBA 

Excavation  89 

Foundations  78 

Erection  85 

Finishing  89 

SOURCE:       Bolt,  Beranek,  and  Newman,  December  31,  1971,  Noi_se  from  Construction 
Eguipment _a n d_^p_e_r_a t]_on s ,  Bu i [ding  Egu jp me n t_,_and  Home  Appl i  an ces ,  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  p.  20. 


Case  2 

The  impacts  of  Alte rnati  ve  A  under  the  Case  2  setting  would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Case  1  setting  except  for  impacts  on  land  uses  near  the  existing  Embarcadero  Freeway  in 
the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  Removal  of  the  Freeway  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  the 
level  of  noise  at  the  upper  floors  of  buildings  in  that  sub-area;  however,  more  surface 
traffic  would  result  in  an  increase  in  street-level  noise  throughout  the  Project  area. 

Mi  tig  ation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 


Under  both  the  San  Francisco  and  State  guidelines,  noise  analysis  and  noise  insulation 
design  would  be  reguired  for  proposed  structures.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
reguire  developers  to  design  structures  to  meet  applicable  noise  criteria.  As  most 
proposed  buildings  would  probably  be  climate-controlled,  the  expected  interior  L^n 
noise  levels  would  be  approximately  15  to  20 dBA  below  the  outside  noise  level.  Noise 
generated  by  machinery  and  office  activities  within  the  buildings  would  not  be  expected 
to  increase  ambient  levels. 

Title  25  of  the  California  Administrative  Code  states  that,  "Residential  buildings  or 
structures  to  be  located  within  annual  exterior  comunity  noise  equivalent  level  contours 
of  60  dB  adjacent  to  the  select  system  of  county  roads  and  city  streets  (as  specified  in 
Section  186.4  of  the  State  of  California  Streets  and  Highways  code),  freeways,  state 
highways,  railroads,  rapid  transit  lines  and  industrial  noise  sources  shall  require  an 
acoustical  analysis  showing  that  the  proposed  buildings  have  been  designed  to  limit 
intruding  noise  to  the  allowable  interior  noise  levels  prescribed  in  Section  T25-I092  (e) 
(2)."  (45  dB  CNEL;  CNEL  is  essentially  the  same  as  l_dn). 

Noise  attenuation  measures  may  include:  installation  of  exterior  noise  barriers  such  as 
masonry  walls  or  landscaped  berms;  noise  insulation  within  walls  of  structures;  and  design 
and  placement  of  residential  structures  so  that  they  are  shielded  from  major  noise  sources 
by  non-residential  structures. 
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Impacts  -  Alte rnativeB 
Case  1 

Noise  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  generally  be  the  same  as  for  Alternative  A, 
although  greater  numbers  of  residents  would  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  since  this 
alternative  includes  more  dwelling  units,  particularly  for  the  South  Beach  sub-area. 
Traffic  related  noise  on  Second  St.  between  Berry  and  King  Sts.  would  increase  1  dBA  over 
the  base  case  and  on  Townsend  St.  between  Second  and  Third  Sts.  would  increase  2  dBA. 

Case  2 

The  impacts  of  Alternative  B  under  the  Case  2  setting  would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
Case  1  setting  except  for  impacts  on  land  uses  near  the  existing  Embarcadero  Freeway  in 
the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  Removal  of  the  Freeway  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  the 
level  of  noise  at  the  upper  floors  of  buildings  in  that  sub-area;  however,  more  surface 
traffic  would  result  in  an  increase  in  street-level  noise  throughout  the  Project  area. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative B 

Case  1  /  C  ase  2 

Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  those  required  under  Alternative  A. 
Impacts  -  Alternative  C 

Noise  levels  under  the  No-Project  alternative  would  be  expected  to  increase  with  time 
due  to  the  gradual  increase  in  use  of  the  area. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alte rnati veC 

None  required. 


NOTES  -  Noise 

/!/  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  Environmental  Protection  Element,  p.  17,  adopted 
September  19,  1  974. 

/2/  See  footnotes  to  Table  29,  p.  96,  for  definitions  of  L,-jn  and  dBA. 

/3/  Charles  Cowden,  Vice-President,  San  Francisco  Belt  Railroad,  telephone 
communication,  July  10,  1980 

/4/  Steven  Leo,  Superintendent,  San  Francisco  Belt  Railroad,  telephone  communication, 
July  10,  1  980 

/5/  C.  Brady,  Senior  Mechanical  Engineer,  Department  of  Public  Works,  telephone 
communication,  December  18,  1979. 
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I.        RESOURCE  USE 


RESOURCE  USE  SETTING 


The  Project  area  is  served  by  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E),  which  provides 
both  natural  gas  and  electricity. 

Estimates  of  existing  energy  uses  are  based  on  the  square  footage  of  existing  structures 
and  on  existing  uses.  It  was  assumed  that  all  space  heating  and  water  heating  needs  are 
met  using  natural  gas.  As  shown  in  Table  33  below,  the  estimated  electrical  energy  use  is 
about  6.5  million  kilowatt  hours  per  year  (66  billion  British  Thermal  Units,  BTU,  -  at 
source)/l/  and  the  estimated  existing  natural  gas  use  is  about  320  million  cu.  ft.  per  year 
(360  billion  BTU  -  at  source). 


TABLE  33:    ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  ENERGY  USE  FOR  EXISTING  STRUCTURES 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 


Electricity  Natural  Gas 

Land  Use  Million  KWH    Million  BTU  Million  Cu  Ft.         Million  BTU 


Comme  rcial 
Office 

Light  Industrial 

Warehouse 

Restaurant 


1.5 
3.4 
1.2 
0.2 
0.2 


15,000 
35,000 
12,000 
2,400 
1,700 


130 
190 
3.7 

1.4 


140,000 
210,000 
4,000 

1,500 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 


Existing  vehicle  fuel  use  was  estimated;  the  method  assumes  that  Project  area  vehicles 
have  an  average  fuel  efficiency  comparable  to  that  of  the  mix  of  vehicles  currently  driven 
in  California.  The  existing  estimated  total  vehicle  fuel  energy  use  is  about  2.5  million 
gallons  per  year  (360  billion  BTU  -  at  source). 


RESOURCE  USE  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Impacts  -  Alternati  ve  A 


Case  1 

During  construction,  a  significant  but  unknown  amount  of  non-renewable  energy  (primarily 
vehicle  fuel)  would  be  used  to  construct  new  structures,  and  to  demolish  and  haul  away 
debris  from  existing  structures.  Although  the  amounts  and  distances  involved  cannot  be 
estimated,  the  nearest  disposal  site  is  located  in  Brisbane,  about  5  miles  from  the  Project 
site.  About  0.3  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  would  be  used  for  every  ton  of  debris  loaded  and 
hauled  to  Brisbane. 

The  annual  energy  uses  for  Alternati  ve  A  were  estimated  assuming  that  the  structures 
would  conform  to  existing  State  minimum  energy  conservation  standards  for 
non-renewable  energy  resources.  In  other  words,  no  significant  use  of  renewable  energy 
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sources  and  no  energy  conservation  measures  beyond  those  required  to  meet  the  existing 
standards  were  assumed.  The  estimated  electrical  energy  use  for  Alternative  A  is  about 
24  million  KWH  per  year  (240  billion  BTU  -  at  source)(see  Table  34,  below).  Estimated 
daily  and  annual  electric  load  distribution  curves  are  shown  in  Figure  16,  p.  104.  The 
estimated  natural  gas  use  for  Alternative  A  is  about  290  million  cu.  ft.  per  year 
(320  billion  BTU  -  at  source)(see  Table  34,  below).  Estimated  daily  and  annual  natural  gas 
use  distribution  curves  are  also  shown  in  Figure  16,  p.  1  04. 


TABLE  34:    ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  ENERGY  USE 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Electricity  Natural  Gas 

Land  Use  Million  KWH    Million  BTU  Million  Cu  Ft.         Million  BTU 


Residential 

7.9 

75,000 

160 

180,000 

Hotel 

8.8 

90,000 

64 

70,000 

Commercial 

1.1 

1 1,000 

57 

63,000 

Office 

4.8 

49,000 

7.2 

7,900 

Light  Industry 

0.3 

3,300 

1.0 

1,100 

Warehouse 

0.1 

1,400 

Marina 

0.7 

7,000 

Restaurant 

0.1 

1,300 

1.0 

1,100 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 


The  vehicle  fuel  energy  use  was  estimated  assuming  that  the  vehicles  involved  would  have 
an  average  fuel  efficiency  comparable  to  that  of  the  mix  of  vehicles  which  would  be 
driven  in  California  in  1990,  if  existing  federal  vehicle  fuel  efficiency  standards  are  met. 
The  estimated  total  vehicle  fuel  energy  use  for  Alternative  A  would  be  about  2.7  million 
gallons  per  year  (390  billion  BTU  -  at  source). 

The  mixed  residential  and  commercial  development  that  would  be  built  with  this 
alternative  would  provide  the  opportunity  for  Project  residents  to  live  within  walking 
distance  of  their  places  of  work.  The  total  vehicle  miles  traveled  by  Project  workers  and 
residents  could  thereby  be  reduced,  in  turn  reducing  fuel  energy  required  for  travel  to 
work. 

Without  specific  building  designs,  significant  adverse  energy  impacts  cannot  now  be 
identified.  Such  impacts  could  result  if  a  building  adversely  affected  the  availability  of 
sunlight  to  nearby  buildings,  or  if  the  building  caused  unnecessary,  inefficient,  or  wasteful 
use  of  energy.  These  two  environmental  effects  could  occur  even  if  the  construction  and 
design  of  the  proposed  structures  were  in  compliance  with  the  State's  energy  conservation 
standards. 

Case  2 

Energy  consumption  during  construction  and  operation,  and  the  potential  for  adverse 
impacts  of  the  structures  proposed,  would  be  the  same  as  the  energy  use  under  the  Case  1 
setting.  The  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  in  the  Case  2  setting  would  result  in  a 
reduced  use  of  vehicle  fuel  by  the  Project's  occupants. 
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M i ti g a t ion  Measures  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  establish  design  criteria  to  preclude 
development  which  would  significantly  shade  other  building  sites  within  or  outside  the 
redevelopment  area. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  establish  structural  design  criteria  to  minimize  the 
avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of  nonrenewable  energy  and  to  encourage  the 
use  of  renewable  energy.  Each  building  design  would  be  reviewed  with  respect  to  these 
criteria  (see  Appendix  A  for  a  sample  list  of  such  criteria). 

Impacts  -  Alternati  ve  B 


Case  1  /  Case  2 

Energy  consumption  during  construction  would  be  similar  to,  but  greater  than,  that 
described  under  Alternative  A. 

The  annual  energy  uses  for  Alternative  B  were  estimated  assuming  that  the  structures 
would  conform  to  existing  State  minimum  energy  conservation  standards  for 
non-renewable  energy  resources.  In  other  words,  no  use  of  renewable  energy  sources  and 
no  energy  conservation  measures  beyond  those  required  to  meet  the  existing  standards 
were  assumed.  The  estimated  electrical  energy  use  for  Alternative  B  is  about 
33  million KWH  per  year  (340  billion  BTU  -  at  source);  the  estimated  natural  gas  use  for 
Alternative  B  is  about  330  million  cu.  ft.  per  year  (360  billion  BTU  -  at  source).  See 
Table  35,  p.  107.  Estimated  daily  and  annual  electrical  natural  gas  use  distribution  curves 
would  be  similar  to  those  of  Alternative  A. 

Thus  Alternative B  would  require  about  20%  more  energy  than  Alternative  A  for  the 
operation  of  the  structures. 

The  potential  for  adverse  impacts  resulting  from  the  blocking  of  sunlight  to  nearby 
buildings  and/or  the  unnecessary,  inefficient  or  wasteful  uses  of  energy  would  be  similar 
to  that  of  Alternative  A. 

The  mixed  residential  and  commercial  development  that  would  be  built  under  this 
alternative  would  provide  the  opportunity  for  Project  residents  to  live  within  walking 
distance  of  their  places  of  work.  The  total  vehicle  miles  traveled  by  Project  workers  and 
residents  could  thereby  be  reduced,  in  turn  reducing  fuel  energy  required  for  travel  to 
work. 

Mitigat i on  Measures  -  Alternati  ve  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 
Same  as  Alternative  A. 
I m p a c ts  -  Al  ternati ve  C 

The  existing  energy  uses  described  in  the  setting  section  (see  Table  33,  p.  103)  would 
continue  in  the  short  run.  Eventually  existing  structures  could  be  demolished  and  replaced 
or  remodeled.  This  would  result  in  an  initial  reduction  in  energy  use  followed  by  an 
increase;  the  amount  of  the  reduction  can  be  estimated  by  referring  to  the  "Existing  Land 
Use"  portion  of  Table  36,  p.  1 07,  -  the  increase  by  referring  to  the  "Future  Land  Use" 
portion.  Fuel  energy  for  debris  removal  would  be  the  same  as  that  described  for 
Alternati  ve  A. 
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TABLE  35:     ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  ENERGY  USE 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE  B 


Electricity  Natural  Gas 

Land  Use  Million  KWH    Million  BTU  Million  Cu  Ft.         Million  BTU 

Residential  12  1  30,000  2  50  2  80,000 

Commercial  0.91  9,100  48  53,000 

Office  19  190,000  28  32,000 

Marina  0.68  7,000 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 


Land  which  is  now  vacant  could  be  developed  according  to  its  zoning  in  response  to 
private  market  forces.  Such  new  development  would  add  to  the  demand  for  energy,  as 
shown  in  Table  36. 


TABLE  36:    ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  ENERGY  USE  AND  ENERGY  USE  RATES 
RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  AREA 
(Use  per  sq.  ft.  unless  otherwise  noted) 


Existing 

Electricity 

Natural  Gas 

Land  Use 

KWH 

1000  BTU 

Cu.  Ft.           1  000  BTU 

Commercial 

8.7 

89 

730 

810 

Office 

7.9 

81 

450 

500 

Light  Industrial 

10. 

100 

31 

34 

Warehouse 

1.5 

15 

Restaurant 

10. 

100 

85 

94 

Possible 

Future  Use       Unit  of  Use 

Residential 

(per  unit) 

3,200 

33,000 

65,000 

72,000 

Hotel       (per  guest  room) 

1 1 ,000 

1 10,000 

80,000 

88,000 

Commercial 

2.8 

29 

150 

170 

Office 

17 

170 

26 

28 

Light  Industrial 

10 

100 

31 

34 

Warehouse 

1.5 

15 

Marina 

(per  slip) 

1,700 

17,000 

Restaurant 

6.8 

70 

56 

62 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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The  shapes  of  the  demand  curves  for  electricity  and  natural  gas  would  be  expected  to  be 
similar  to  those  shown  for  Alternative  A.  The  potential  for  adverse  impacts  would  be 
related  to  the  blocking  of  sunlight  from  nearby  buildings  and  the  wasteful  use  of  energy. 

iViitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 

None  required. 


NOTES  -  Resource  Use 

/ 1/  The  term  "at  source"  means  that  the  energy  losses  in  generation  and  transmission  (or 
in  production  and  transport,  for  fuels)  have  been  included. 
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J.        GEOLOGY/SEISM  IC1TY 


GEOLOGY /SEISMICITY  SETTING 

Topography.  The  Rincon  Point  sub-area  is  on  flat  to  gently  sloping  land  between  Rincon 
Hill  on  the  south  and  San  Francisco  Bay  on  the  northeast.  The  site  is  near  Elevation  O, 
San  Francisco  Datum  (SFD),  which  is  8.7  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (MSL).  Higher  land  is 
located  to  the  south  on  Rincon  Hill. 

The  onshore  portion  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  is  located  adjacent  to  San  Francisco  bay 
and  extends  onto  Rincon  Hill  to  the  west  and  northwest.  The  lower,  eastern  and  southern 
portions  of  the  sub-area  are  generally  flat  and  near  elevation  0  (SFD);  the  upper  portions 
of  the  sub-area  rise  to  about  40  feet  (SFD)  on  the  southeastern  flank  of  Rincon  Hill.  The 
offshore  portion  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  has  a  maximum  depth  of  about  35  feet. 

Geologic  Materials.  No  preliminary  subsurface  investigation  of  geologic  materials  of  the 
Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas  has  been  made.  The  nearest  known  borings  were 
made  about  375  feet  northwest  of  the  Rincon  Point  site,  at  a  location  south  of  Market 
Street  between  Steuart  and  Spear  Streets.  The  boring  revealed  31  feet  of  artificial  fill 
which  overlies  86  feet  of  Bay  mud  and  clay,  which  in  turn  overlie  146  feet  of  sand  clay 
and  clay  layers.  The  latter  materials  are  underlain  by  sandstone  and  shale  bedrock  of  the 
Franciscan  formation./ 1/  Similar  geologic  materials  probaoly  underlie  both  sub-areas. 

Before  1850,  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  and  the  lower  portion  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area 
were  underwater  within  Yerba  Buena  Cove  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  Cove  was  filled 
with  dune  sand,  silt,  clay,  rock  waste  from  excavations,  organic  material  and  debris.  By 
1 852,  the  site  was  dry  land  near  sea  level.  Between  1867  and  1  870,  a  sea  wall  was 
constructed  to  the  east  of  the  Project  area  to  protect  the  fill.  In  the  Bay  portions  of  the 
South  Beach  sub-area,  the  piers  are  located  over  Bay  muds  and  the  underlying  geologic 
materials;  no  filling  was  done  in  that  area. 

Bay  mud  and  artificial  fill  are  compressible  and  unstable;  the  materials  have  low  bearing 
capacities  and  are  unsuitable  as  a  foundation  base.  Large  buildings  constructed  over  bay 
muds  are  supported  by  piles  driven  into  the  next  layer  of  geologic  material,  the  dense 
clayey  sand.  The  underlying  old  Bay  clays  are  stiff  (non-plastic)  and  capable  of  bearing 
heavy  loads. /I/ 

In  the  northern  portion  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  the  Franciscan  Formation  bedrock  is 
exposed  at  the  surface.  Toward  the  south  and  east,  artificial  fill,  Bay  muds,  clays,  sand 
and  silt  increase  in  thickness. 

Seismicity.  No  active  faults  (faults  which  have  a  historic  record  or  other  geophysical 
evidence  of  movement  within  approximately  the  last  10,000  years)  are  known  to  exist 
within  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Several  active  faults  affect  San  Francisco;  these  are 
the  San  Andreas  Fault,  about  10  miles  southwest  of  the  site;  the  Hayward  Fault,  about  15 
miles  to  the  east;  and  the  Calaveras  Fault,  about  30  miles  to  the  east. 

Both  the  San  Andreas  and  the  Hayward  Faults  have  a  history  of  major  and  minor 
movements.  Earthquakes  can  be  expected  in  this  region  in  the  future.  Within  the  next  60 
to  170  years  (estimates  of  recurrence  intervals  vary),  at  least  one  earthquake  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  1906  San  Francisco  earthquake  (about  273  on  the  Richter  scale  of 
magnitude), /2/  and  several  earthquakes  comparable  to  the  1957  Daly  City  earthquake 
(about  5.3  on  the  Richter  Scale)  can  be  expected  to  affect  the  Project  area. 
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According  to  estimates  in  the  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  Geologic 
E  valuation /3/,  potential  earthquake  hazards  on  the  Project  site  include  "violent",  "very 
strong"  and  "strong"  ground  shaking.  Violent  groundshaking  (defined  as  earthquake  shaking 
causing  fairly  general  collapse  of  brick  and  frame  structures  when  not  unusually  strong, 
serious  cracking  of  better  buildings,  lateral  displacement  of  streets  and  ground  fissuring) 
could  occur  in  the  portion  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  north  of  Folsom  St.  The 
remainder  of  the  Rincon  Point  and  most  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  could  experience 
very  strong  groundshaking  (defined  as  much  cracking  of  masonry  with  occasional  collapse 
of  structures  and  lurching  of  frame  buildings  on  weak  underpinnings).  Strong 
groundshaking  would  be  expected  in  the  higher  portion  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  on 
Rincon  Hill  where  bedrock  crops  out.  Strong  groundshaking  is  defined  as  earthquake 
shaking  causing  general  fall  of  brick  chimneys  and  cracking  of  masonry  and  brickwork. /3/ 

Liquefaction  (the  sudden,  earthquake  induced  transformation  of  loose  granular  materials 
saturated  with  water  to  a  fluid-like  state  similar  to  quicksand)  would  potentially  affect 
almost  the  entire  redevelopment  Project  area  (the  bedrock  hillside  of  Rincon  Hill 
excepted).  Liquefaction  can  result  in  lateral  movements  and  loss  of  basal  support  of 
structures  which  do  not  rest  on  caissons  or  piles.  Earthquake-induced  subsidence  (the 
sudden  settlement  of  the  ground  surface)  and  ground  lurching  toward  San  Francisco  Bay 
(the  sudden  lateral  movement  of  the  ground  towards  an  unsupported  surface)  could  also  be 
expected  in  the  portions  of  the  Project  area  potentially  subject  to  liquefaction. 
Subsidence  and  ground  lurching  can  damage  foundations,  utility  lines  and  roadways. 

Numerous  pre-Code  Type  C  buildings  (defined  as  buildings  having  exterior  bearing  walls  of 
masonry  or  concrete  and  wood  floors  and  roof  construction,  which  do  not  meet  current 
seismic  building  code  mandates)  exist  in  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas.  In 
the  event  of  a  1906-type  earthquake,  these  buildings  probably  would  sustain  severe 
damage. /3/ 

GEOLOGY /SEISM ICITY  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  proposed  Project  may  require  extensive  grading  but  overall  topographic  modification 
would  be  minor.  Some  of  the  spoils  could  be  used  for  landscaping,  but  the  remainder 
would  have  to  be  transported  to  an  offsite  disposal  area.  Most  of  the  parcels  have  a 
surf icial  cover  of  unengineered  artificial  fill  which  is  generally  unsuitable  as  a  foundation 
base.  Therefore,  much  of  that  material  would  have  to  be  excavated  and  either  removed 
from  the  sites;  or  reworked  (with  removal  of  undesirable  debris),  redeposited,  and 
compacted  as  engineered  fill.  Some  slow  differential  settlement  of  structures  probably 
would  occur,  but  this  could  be  planned  for  during  the  design  and  construction  of  each 
building.  Piles  or  caissons  probably  would  be  needed  for  the  construction  of  some  taller 
buildings.  In  general,  geotechnical  problems  could  be  handled  at  the  design  and 
engineering  stage  of  each  proposed  structure.  All  construction  methods  would  have  to 
comply  with  the  mandates  of  the  Uniform  Building  Code. 

The  Project  would  expose  new  residents  and  an  increased  number  of  workers  in  the  area  to 
the  seismic  hazards  of  the  site;  these  include  groundshaking,  liquefaction,  rapid 
settlement  and  ground  lurching.  The  new  buildings  would  have  to  comply  with  the  seismic 
design  standards  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code.  As  a  result,  the  proposed  structures 
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generally  would  be  safer  and  more  capable  of  withstanding  the  lateral  seismic  forces 
associated  with  a  major  earthquake  than  the  existing  pre-San  Francisco  Building  Code 
structures.  The  Project  would  remove  or  rehabilitate  those  existing  pre-Code  structures, 
which  currently  pose  a  potential  safety  hazard.  The  proposed  and  restored  structures 
would  reduce  the  earthquake  hazard  to  an  acceptable  level  but  could  not  entirely 
eliminate  the  potential  hazards. 

M i ti g a t i on  Me asures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 


The  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  would  require  private  developers  to 
conduct  soils  and  geotechnical  studies.  Individual  developers  would  be  required  to 
incorporate  recommendations  of  those  studies  into  the  structural  designs  of  proposed 
buildings.  Each  soils  study  would  include  a  detailed  description  of  subsurface  materials, 
including  the  materials'  engineering  properties  and  suitability  for  use  as  a  foundation  for 
the  proposed  structure;  and  would  provide  specific  recommendations  for  grading,  building 
foundation  type,  and  other  structural  details. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require,  as  a  condition  of  development  plan  approval, 
that  each  private  developer  require  his/her  contractor  to  carry  out  the  following  measures 
during  construction: 

Determine  the  amount  of  spoils  that  would  be  removed  from  the  Project  area  and 
identify  disposal  sites.  Using  this  information,  develop  haul  routes  which  would 
minimize  effects  on  area  land  uses  and  traffic  circulation  patterns,  possibly  including 
limitations  on  transport  hours.  This  would  reduce  noise,  dust,  traffic  and  other 
impacts  along  the  haul  routes. 

Cover  truck  loads  and  clean  truck  wheels  before  traveling  to  reduce  dust  and 
potential  sand  and  debris  spills  to  reduce  impacts  on  pedestrian  ana  vehicular  traffic, 
particularly  motorcyclists  and  bicyclists. 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  all  major  building 
contractors  to  post  a  surety  bond  before  it  would  issue  permits  for  construction. 

The  building  contractor  would  be  responsible  for  any  damage  that  might  result  from 
construction.  Private  developers  would  be  required  to  design  all  buildings  to  the  standards 
of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Article  23,  Section  23  14  A  to  K,  and  conform  to  the 
policies  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  Safety  Plan. 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would,  through  the  design  review  process, 
require  individual  developers  to  design  structures  to  meet  the  recommendations  of  the 
Uniform  Building  Code  and  the  Structural  Engineers  Association  of  California  in  instances 
where  these  recommendations  are  stricter  than  those  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code. 
Private  developers  would  be  required  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  incorporate 
additional  seismic  safety  measures,  especially  in  residential  structures,  such  as  firmly 
anchoring  lighting  and  ornamental  fixtures  to  walls  and  ceilings,  and  including 
well-labeled,  manual  shut-off  valves  for  gas  mains. 

Impacts  -  Al  ter native  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 


Impacts  and  hazards  associated  with  Alternative  B  would  be  similar  to  those  for 
Al ternative  A. 


1 1  I 


Mitigation  Measures  -  Al  ternative  B 
Case  1  /  Case  2 


Mitigation  measures  similar  to  those  described  under  Alternative  A  would  have  to  be 
implemented  for  this  alternative 

Impacts  -  Alternative  C 

Under  the  no-project  alternative,  no  topographic  alteration  of  the  Project  area  would  be 
required.  Many  of  the  existing  structures  would  continue  to  undergo  slow  differential 
settlement  with  accompanying  damages,  such  as  cracking  of  walls  and  foundations,  and 
tilting  of  floors  and  walls. 

The  seismic  hazards  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in  the  setting.  The  pre-Code 
buildings  would  continue  to  subject  their  occupants  and  people  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
to  hazards  of  collapse  during  a  major  earthquake. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 

None  required. 

NOTES  -  Geology/Seismicity 

/ 1/  Schlocker  J.,  M.G.  Bonilla,  and  D.H.  Radbruch,  1958,  Geology  of  the  San  Francisco 
North  Quadrangle,  California,  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Miscellaneous  Geologic 
Investigations  Map  1-272. 

/2/  A  logarithmic  scale  developed  by  Charles  Richter  to  measure  earthquake  magnitude 
by  the  energy  released. 

/3/  URS  /  John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  1974,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Evaluation, 
prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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K.  HYDROLOGY 


HYDROLOGY  SETTING 

T  he  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  sub-areas  are  adjacent  to  San  Francisco  Bay;  a  portion  of 
the  South  Beach  sub-area  includes  the  Bay.  No  lakes,  springs  or  watercourses  are  located 
in  the  Project  area.  Most  of  the  area  is  low-lying,  and  under  natural  drainage  conditions 
would  receive  the  runoff  from  the  higher  areas  to  the  west  (Rincon  Hill).  Surface  runoff 
is  generally  greatest  during  the  wet-weather  months  of  November  through  April. 

The  Project  site  is  located  within  the  estimated  run-up  of  the  100-year  and  500-year 
tsunami.  Tsunami  are  a  series  of  sea  waves  created  by  an  earthquake,  a  coastal  or 
submarine  landslide  or  a  volcanic  eruption  at  some  distance  from  the  point  of  run-up.  A 
500-year  tsunami  is  the  largest  tsunami  that  could  be  expected  in  500  years,  or  the 
tsunami  with  a  1  in  500  chance  of  occurrence  in  a  given  year.  The  500-year  tsunami  is 
estimated  to  run-up  to  about  elevation  1 1 .3  feet  San  Francisco  Datum  (SFD),  which  itself 
is  8.7  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (MSL)  at  the  Golden  Gate.  The  effects  of  tsunami  are 
dampened  as  the  waves  move  through  the  Bay;  the  500-year  tsunami  would  run-up  to  about 
1.3  ft. (SFD)  and  therefore  inundate  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  and  most  of  the  lower 
portions  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  with  1  to  2  feet  of  water./l/ 

The  groundwater  level  in  the  upper  fill  material  in  this  area  is  not  known  but  is  probably 
relatively  high,  i.e.  near  the  surface.  The  groundwater  level  in  this  general  area  of 
Francisco  has  fluctuated  over  the  past  few  years  because  of  dewatering  for  construction; 
this  has  been  particularly  true  near  the  Rincon  Point  subarea. 

Most  of  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas  are  covered  by  buildings,  paved 
parking  lots,  and  roads  so  that  erosion  is  a  minor  problem  on  the  site. 

Impacts  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

After  completion,  the  proposed  Project  would  have  little,  if  any,  impact  upon  runoff  in 
the  Project  area.  Construction  effects  would  result  primarily  from  grading  and 
dewatering  activities.  The  amount  of  sediment  washed  into  storm  drains  could 
temporarily  increase  when  the  soils  are  exposed  during  grading  of  the  building  sites.  The 
potential  for  such  sediment  discharge  and  clogging  of  storm  drains  is  greatest  during  the 
rainy  November-April  period.  The  Project  would  eliminate  existing  areas  of  exposed  soil, 
and  replace  them  with  buildings  and  landscaping  which  would  hold  the  soil  in  place  and 
reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  storm  drains. 

During  excavation  of  building  sites,  dewatering  probably  would  be  required  for  some  sites, 
particularly  those  located  in  the  low-lying  areas  near  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  water 
discharged  from  the  excavation  pit  may  contain  sediment  which  would  be  directed  onto 
streets  and  into  stormdrains.  As  the  groundwater  table  is  lowered,  settlement  of  adjacent 
areas  could  occur,  damaging  nearby  buildings.  Typical  damage  would  include  cracking  of 
walls  and  foundations,  tilting  of  floors,  walls  settling  out  of  plumb,  cracking  and  sinking  of 
street  pavement  and  sidewalks,  and  damage  to  underground  utility  lines,  and  storm 
drains.  Older  buildings  with  poor  foundations  would  be  particularly  susceptible  to  damage. 
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The  removal  of  the  existing  piers  to  construct  the  marina  could  expose  the  seawall  (a  pile 
of  debris  and  rubble  constructed  to  protect  artificial  landfill)  to  increased  erosion  by 
storm  waves  or  large  waves  in  the  wake  of  large  ships.  A  breakwater  is  proposed  as  a  part 
of  the  marina.  Currently,  no  specific  design  exists  for  the  breakwater.  Because  of  the 
35-foot  depth  of  the  marina  site,  construction  of  a  free-floating  breakwater  is  probable. 
If  a  free-floating  or  pile-supported  breakwater  were  to  be  constructed  for  the  marina, 
there  would  be  minimal  effects  on  existing  water  quality,  aquatic  life,  tidal  currents  and 
sediment  loads  within  the  marina.  If  a  tight-wall  impermeable  breakwater  were  to  be 
constructed,  dredging  and  underwater  construction  activities  would  be  required. 
Construction  would  adversely  affect  water  quality  by  increasing  suspended  sediments  and 
the  pollutants  which  they  contain  in  the  waters  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  This  effect  would 
result  from  the  disruption  of  the  bottom  sediments  during  pile  removal  and  breakwater 
construction  and  from  the  discharge  of  water  from  foundation  dewatering  activity. 
Presence  of  a  tight-wall  breakwater  would  affect  sedimentation  and  tidal  currents  within 
the  marina  basin  and  nearby  portions  of  the  Bay. 

Large  tsunami  could  cause  significant  damage  to  the  marina  and  the  Project  area.  A 
breakwater  would  offer  some  protection  to  the  marina  and  shore,  but  the  degree  of 
protection  cannot  be  assessed.  If  an  inundation  of  1  or  2  feet  were  to  occur,  a  large 
portion  of  the  Project  area,  including  residential,  commercial  and  recreational  facilities, 
could  be  flooded. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  each  Project  developer  to  implement  the 
following  measures  during  construction: 

Restrict  grading  to  the  dry  summer  months  of  May  through  October  or  take  other 
reasonable  precautions  to  reduce  erosion  and  siltation  problems  in  the  Project  area. 

Filter  dewatering  discharges  through  sediment  traps  before  emptying  them  into  storm 
drains. 

Landscape  building  sites  as  soon  as  grading  is  completed  or  take  other  reasonable 
precautions  to  reduce  the  amount  of  material  eroded  from  the  site  during  and  after 
construction. 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  major  building  contractors 
to  post  a  surety  bond  (or  satisfactory  evidence  of  insurance  coverage)  before  the 
Department  would  issue  building  permits.  The  building  contractor  would  be  held 
responsible  for  any  damage  that  might  result  from  dewatering. 

During  the  preliminary  design  of  the  marina,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a 
qualified  hydrologist  to  conduct  a  detailed  study  of  the  potential  impact  of  the  marina  on 
currents,  sedimentation,  and  erosion.  This  study  would  address  potential  adverse  impacts 
and  irreversible  changes  to  the  Bay  caused  by  construction  of  the  marina;  and  would 
provide  specific  recommendations  regarding  the  design  and  construction  of  the  marina  to 
reduce  the  identified  adverse  impacts.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  prepare  the 
final  design  of  the  marina  based  on  the  findings  of  that  study. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  marina  design  to  provide  protection  against 
large  stormwaves,  large  waves  from  the  wake  of  ships,  and  the  100-year  tsunami. 


114 


Im  pa  cts-  Alternative  B 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  impacts  of  this  alte rnati  ve  would  be  similar  to  those  of  Alternati  ve  A. 
Mitigation  Measures-  Alternatives 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  for  Alternati  ve  A. 
I  m  p  a_ct  s  -  Alternati  ve  C 

Under  the  no-project  alternati  ve  the  existing  conditions  described  in  the  setting  section 
would  continue. 

Mitigation  M^a.3LJ.r.e3-~-/^M-  -r.n.a*-' ve  £ 
None  required. 

NOTE  -  Hydrology 

/l/ Garcia,  A.W.,  and  J.R.  Houston,  1975,  Type  16_  Flood  Insurance^  Studyj  Tsunami 
Predictions  for  Montereyjand  San  Francisco  Says  and  Pu^ef "Sound,  Technical  Keport 
H-75-17,  Hydraulics  Laboratory,  U.S.  Army  Engineer  Waterways  Experiment  Station, 
P.O.  Box  631,  Vicksburg,  Mississippi,  39180. 
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L.  ECOLOGY 


ECOLOGY  SETTING 

The  Rincon  Point  sub-area,  and  the  portions  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  which  lie 
westerly  of  The  Embarcadero  are  both  developed  urban  areas  which  do  not  contain 
significant  amounts  of  vegetation.  Wildlife  is  primarily  restricted  to  rats,  pigeons, 
seagulls  and  English  sparrows. 

In  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  east  of  The  Embarcadero,  there  are  four  pile  supported  piers 
projecting  out  over  waters  of  San  Erancisco  Bay.  The  biotic  community  associated  with 
San  Erancisco  Bay  is  described  in  the  Environmental  Assessment  of  Eive  Alternative 
Wastewater  Systems  (ESA,  1978).  The  community  consists  of  a  variety  of  free  floating 
microscopic  plants  and  animals  (plankton),  fish  (nekton),  and  bottom  dwelling  (benthic) 
invertebrates.  A  number  of  bird  species  feed  upon  these  organisms.  The  bottom  dwelling 
organisms  which  require  a  solid  substrate  as  a  point  of  attachment  (e.g.  barnacles,  mussels 
and  clams)  make  intensive  use  of  the  pier-supporting  piles  as  a  point  of  attachment.  No 
plant  which  is  officially  protected  under  either  the  Eederal  Endangered  Species  Act  (U.S. 
Eish  and  Wildlife  Service,  1979  a  and  b)  or  the  State  Native  Plant  Protection  Act 
(Rae,  1979)  was  noted  on  the  site.  No  plant  which  has  been  proposed  for  protection  under 
these  acts  (Ayensu,  et  al.,  1978;  Powell,  1977)  was  noted  on  the  site.  None  of  the  above 
mentioned  plants  has  ever  been  recorded  from  the  site. 

No  animal  species  which  is  officially  protected  under  either  federal  or  state  Endangered 
Species  Acts  (U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service,  1979a;  Department  of  Eish  and  Game,  1978), 
was  noted  on  the  site.  Only  one  San  Erancisco  animal  has  been  proposed  for  protection 
under  these  acts  (U.S.  Eish  and  Wildlife  Service,  1978).  This  is  the  San  Erancisco  tree 
lupine  moth  (Grapholitha  edwardsiana)  a  small  moth  which  is  almost  totally  dependent 
upon  the  tree  lupine  plantTLupinus  arboreus)  for  food  and  shelter.  Neither  the  moth  nor 
its  plant  habitat  were  noted  on  the  site. 

ECOLOGY  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Impacts  -  A Iternative  A 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

Because  old  sewer  lateral  lines  would  be  removed  and/or  replaced,  this  Alternative  would 
destroy  much  of  the  existing  habitat  for  rats  on  both  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach 
sub-areas.  Temporarily  increased  rat  control  efforts  may  be  needed  in  adjacent  areas  to 
control  displaced  rats  in  search  of  alternate  living  areas.  The  alternative  would  offer 
increased  habitat  for  English  sparrows  and  pigeons,  especially  in  the  proposed  park  and 
open  space  areas.  The  Project  also  would  result  in  the  short-term  destruction  of  almost 
all  of  the  bottom-dwelling  organisms  which  use  the  pier-supporting  piles.  After 
completion  of  marina  construction  a  comparable  amount  of  solid  substrate  would  be 
available  on  the  piles  which  would  support  the  breakwater  and  marina  slips  and/or  on  the 
(floating)  breakwater  and  slips  themselves.  Within  3  to  5  years  after  construction  of  the 
marina,  bottom-dwelling  organisms  could  be  similar  to  those  currently  occupying  the  piles 
in  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  During  construction,  increases  in  suspended  solids  and  the 
pollutants  which  they  contain  could  adversely  affect  the  biota  of  the  nearby  portions  of 
SanErancisco  Bay.  These  effects  would  be  most  pronounced  upon  free-floating  life  forms 
such  as  plankton  and  fish  eggs.  There  could  be  an  adverse  effect  upon  the  reproductive 
success  of  the  herring  which  enter  this  portion  of  SanErancisco  Bay  to  spawn. 
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After  construction,  local  changes  in  currents  and  sedimentation  patterns  might  act  to 
alter  the  suitability  of  this  portion  of  the  Bay  for  the  biota  which  live  there  now. 

There  would  be  no  adverse  impact  upon  any  species  which  is  protected  or  which  is 
proposed  for  protection  under  either  State  or  Federal  Endangered  Species  Acts. 

Mitiga tton  Measures  -  Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

During  the  preliminary  design  of  the  marina,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  woulu  hire  a 
qualified  marine  biologist  to  conduct  a  detailed  evaluation  of  the  potential  for  adverse 
effects  on  marine  biota  which  could  result  from  construction  activity  and  from  the 
long-term  effects  on  local  currents  and  sedimentation.  The  biologist  would  also  identify 
measures  to  reduce  or  eliminate  any  adverse  effects.  The  Agency  would  prepare  the  final 
design  of  the  marina  based  on  the  findings  of  that  study. 

Impacts  -  Alte rnati  ve  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  under  Alternative  A. 
Mitigation  Measures  -  Al  ternativeB 

Case  1  /  Case  2 
As  under  Alternative  A. 
Impacts  -  Alternative  C 

This  alternative  would  have  no  ecological  impacts;  existing  habitats  for  rats,  english 
sparrows  and  pigeons  would  remain;  aquatic  substrate  habitat  would  also  remain  in  its 
present  state. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 
None  required. 
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M.        HISTORIC  AND  ARCHAEOLOGIC  ASPECTS 


HISTORIC  AND  ARCHAEOLOGIC  ASPECTS  SETTING 
Prehistoric  Resources 

No  known  or  recorded  prehistoric  sites  exist  within  the  redevelopment  Project  area./l/ 
The  location  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  within  the  historic  shoreline  of  Yerba  Buena 
Cove  limits  its  prehistoric  archeological  potential  to  sites  which  were  under  water./2/ 
Most  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area  was  also  under  water  before  historic  times. 
Development  within  the  Project  area  during  the  latter  half  of  the  19th century  has 
probably  altered  or  destroyed  any  unrecorded  sites;  however,  intact  portions  of  sites  near 
the  surface  or  deeper  earlier  sites  of  potential  National  Register  quality  may  exist./3/ 

Historic  Resources 

A  site  was  recently  discovered  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area  at  the  foot  of  King  St.  at 
The Embarcadero  during  excavation  of  the  C-2  Alignment  of  the  North  Shore  Channel 
Outfalls  Consolidation  Project  for  the  Wastewater  Management  Program.  This  buried 
19th  century  ship  has  been  identified  as  the  whaler  "Lydia"./4/ 

Cultural  resources  from  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  periods  (1776-1848)  are  not  likely  to  be 
found  in  the  Project  area.  This  is  due  primarily  to  the  lack  of  exposed  landforms  during 
these  periods,  and  because  the  area  was  a  considerable  distance  from  travel  routes  to 
known  settlements. 

Historic  sites  associated  with  the  Gold  Rush  and  early  American  periods  may  exist  within 
the  Project  area.  The  northeastern  waterfront  began  to  take  form  following  the  Gold 
Rush  of  1849.  Numerous  sailing  vessels  anchored  in  Yerba  Buena  Cove  were  later  either 
beached  to  serve  as  structures,  integrated  into  wharves,  or  scuttled  or  dismantled  at 
Rincon  Point.  Sailing  vessels  were  used  in  the  same  way  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area 
where  many  early  settlers  became  squatters  on  the  surrounding  filled  land. 

Reclamation  of  the  shallow  tidal  zones  and  construction  of  wharves  occurred  first  in 
Yerba  Buena  Cove;  by  1855,  SteuartSt.  was  the  main  north-south  thoroughfare  of  the 
Rincon  Point  sub-area.  Filling  of  this  area  continued  until  the  1880s.  Similar 
development  within  the  South  Beach  sub-area  was  somewhat  slower.  In  1867  the  Pacific 
Mail  Steamship  Company  wharf  and  the  adjacent  Oriental  Warehouse  wharf  were 
completed.  These  were  part  of  a  succession  of  wharves  that  pushed  the  landform  bayward. 

The  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  sub-areas  were  first  characterized  by  shipping  and 
industry  essential  to  the  development  of  the  Bay  Area  and  western  states.  However, 
throughout  this  period,  pockets  of  residential  neighborhoods  reflecting  the  multi -ethnic 
character  of  San  Francisco  were  developed  in  space  not  used  for  industry. /5/  By  1887,  the 
South  Beach  sub-area  contained  a  neighborhood  commercial  row  fronting  on  First  St., 
which  included  retail  stores,  service  centers  and  saloons. /6/  By  this  time  the  Rincon 
Point  sub-area  had  been  partially  transformed  from  industry  to  boarding  houses,  saloons, 
and  small  commercial  enterprises. 

The  Great  Fire  of  1906  is  known  to  have  spread  to  the  northwesterly  section  of  the  South 
Beach  sub-area  and  to  the  section  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  north  of  Howard  St. 
Substantial  changes  in  land  uses  followed  the  Great  Fire.  Rebuilding  of  the  area  resulted 
in  mixed  use,  including  light  industry,  warehouses,  hotels,  and  apartments.  By  1912,  most 
structures  were  complete  and  they  remained  intact  until  the  recent  economic  decline  and 
physical  deterioration  of  the  area. 
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Although  the  1906  fire  destroyed  substantial  portions  of  the  surface  architecture,  its 
effect  on  the  subsurface  remains  is  not  known.  Rebuilding  may  have  destroyed  or 
substantially  altered  subsurface  remains. 

Available  geotechnical  and  historic  data  are  too  general  to  accurately  identify  subsurface 
construction  or  specific  deposits  resulting  from  human  occupation.  Recent  geotechnical 
information  contained  in  the  Geotechnical  Investigation  for  the  Proposed  Channel  Outfalls 
Consolidation  Project  (Woodward-Clyde,  1975)  /7/  only  defines  depth  of  fill.  Historic 
documentation  contained  in  the  Preliminary  Survey  of  Historic  Cultural  Resources 
prepared  by  R.  and  N.  Olmsted  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  /B/, 
and  contained  in  published  secondary  sources,  is  insufficient  to  assess  the  Project  area's 
potential  for  National  Register  quality  subsurface  cultural  deposits.  The  preliminary 
survey  identifies  recorded  archaeological  cultural  resources,  and  describes,  in  general 
terms,  the  archaeologic  potential  of  the  area.  Historic  cultural  resources  identified  in  the 
most  recent  archaeological  testing  conducted  in  the  Project  area  during  1978  for  the 
Wastewater  Management  Program  cannot  be  evaluated  at  this  time  because  the 
depositions  have  not  been  analyzed  or  recorded. /9/ 

Buildings  Potentially  Eligible  for  the  National  Register 

At  present,  there  is  one  building  in  the  redevelopment  Project  area  which  is  recorded  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  that  building  is  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office. 
This  structure  is  recognized  for  the  historic  Anton  Refregier  murals  in  the  lobby  area  (see 
Figure  17,  p.  120).  A  nearby  building,  the  Audiffred  Building,  at  Mission  and  SteuartSts. 
(outside  of  the  redevelopment  Project  area  boundaries),  has  been  nominated  to  the 
National  Register.  A  recent  fire  destroyed  the  interior  and  roof  of  the  Audiffred 
Building,  but  the  exterior  remained  mostly  intact.  The  building  is  now  being  restored. 
Determination  of  its  current  significance  awaits  a  decision  by  the  Keeper  of  the  National 
Register.  Both  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  and  the  Audiffred  Building  were  given  a 
rating  of  3,  on  a  scale  of  0-5,  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  1976  Architectural 
Inventory./ 10/ 

Using  the  criteria  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (see  Appendix  D),  six 
buildings  within  the  redevelopment  Project  area  and  its  peripheries/  1 1  /  are  potentially 
eligible  for  the  National  Register.  Four  of  the  buildings  are  within  the  Project  area:  the 
Oriental  Warehouse,  Hooper's  South  End  Grain  Warehouse,  Dunn  Instruments  Building,  and 
Cape  Horn  Warehouse  (see  Figure  17,  p.  120).  Two  stand  outside  of  the  Project  area:  the 
Rosenberg  Brothers  Dried  Fruit  Warehouse  and  California  Warehouse. 

All  six  buildings  are  located  in  the  historic  South  End  warehouse  area.  Their  architecture 
represents  the  warehouse  style  of  the  late  19th  century,  a  time  when  waterfront  and  port 
activities  comprised  San  Francisco's  principal  economic  base.  Now  that  maritime  activity 
at  the  waterfront  has  declined,  these  warehouses  are  almost  all  that  remains  of  the  life  of 
that  period.  The  Oriental  Warehouse  is  the  oldest  building  in  the  South  End  warehouse 
area,  a  zone  that  spans  the  blocks  from  Berry  to  Federal  Sts.  (see  Figure  17,  p.  1  20, 
p.  120).  Activities  associated  with  this  warehouse  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to 
the  history  of  San  Francisco.  Commerce  between  California  and  Asia  was  inaugurated 
from  this  building  which  then  adjoined  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  wharf.   Thousands  of 
Chinese  immigrants  entered  the  United  States  across  this  wharf.  As  this  trade  grew  it 
triggered  the  development  of  the  South  End  warehouse  area. 
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FIGURE  17 

HISTORIC  BUILDINGS 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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The  architectural  and  historic  features  of  the  six  buildings  are  described  below. 


Oriental  Warehouse,  650-622  First  St.,  ca.  1867.  The  Oriental  Warehouse,  built  in 
1867,  is  a  red  brick  structure  divided  in  the  interior  into  three  long  bays  with  loft 
space  above.  This  building  is  potentially  eligible  architecturally  and  historically  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Register.  The  building's  detailed  main  loading  portals  and 
the  molded  pediment  give  it  architectural  merit,  and  its  history  as  the  point  of 
debarkation  for  Chinese  immigrants  makes  it  an  important  historic  monument, 
rivaling  Angel  Island.  Over  the  facade  a  painted  sign  reads:  "Oriental  Warehouse 
Company,  Bond  and  Free"  (see  Section  V.A.,  Visual  and  Aesthetic,  Figure  10,  p. 34). 
This  sign  is  probably  the  oldest  sign  in  San  Francisco.  During  its  operation,  the 
warehouse  was  used  to  store  rice,  silk,  and  tea  from  China  and  Japan,  grain  from 
Calcutta,  and  coffee  from  Central  America.  Today,  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  owns  the  warehouse  and  uses  it  to  store  records.  The  Oriental  Warehouse  is 
officially  recognized  as  a  cultural  resource  of  local  importance;  it  was  designated  a 
SanFrancisco  landmark  in  1 977  (Landmark  No.  77.6,  10  1st  Landmark)./ 1 2/ 

Hooper's  South_End  Grain  Warehouse,  50  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.,  ca.  1877.  Hoop- 
South  End  Grain  Warehouse  is  a  brick  warehouse  with  a  stuccoed  facade.  Its 
significance  is  associated  with  its  age  and  presence  during  the  South  End's  active 
period  of  port-related  warehousing  rather  than  with  its  architectural  merit.  After 
1893,  the  building  carried  the  name  Morton's  Warehouse  and  stored  general 
merchandise. 

Dunn  Instruments  Building,  52  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.,  1907.  This  warehouse's 
eligibility  rests  upon  its  importance  to  the  South  End  warehouse  area.  The  present 
occupant,  Dunn  Instruments,  Inc.,  believes  the  building  dates  from  1907. 

Cape  Horn  Warehouse,  540  First  St.,  ca.  1907.  The  Cape  Horn  Warehouse  has  merit 
architecturally,  but  the  eligibility  of  this  building  also  rests  on  its  history  as  part  of 
the  warehouse  area.  This  building  bears  the  name  "South  End  Warehouse"  across  its 
frontage  on  First  St.  Once  a  freight  forwarding  warehouse,  it  has  been  used  as  a 
paper  warehouse  in  recent  years. 

California  Warehouse,  56  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.,  ca.  1882.  Hooper's  grain  storage 
business  expanded  to  another  brick  building,  the  California  Warehouse.  This 
warehouse,  located  outside  of  the  Project  area,  was  erected  in  the  same  block  as 
Hooper's  warehouse,  fronts  on  Japan  St.,  which  is  now  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.  While 
this  building  lacks  architectural  merit,  it  derives  its  significance  from  associations 
with  the  South  End  history  and  the  adjacent  buildings. 

Rosenberg  Brothers  Dried  Fruit  Warehouse,  275  Brannan  St.,  ca.  1912.  The  last 
warehouse  built  along  South  End  row  was  Rosenberg  Brothers  Dried  Fruit  Warehouse, 
erected  in  1912  at  the  corner  of  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  (Japan)  and  Brannan  Sts.  This 
three-story  brick  warehouse  is  located  outside  of  the  Project  area.  This  building  has 
no  particular  architectural  merit;  its  signi f icance  stems  from  its  presence  within  the 
South  End  warehouse  row. 

Places  and  Events 

No  historic  places  or  events  have  been  recorded  within  the  redevelopment  Project  area 
/8/  As  a  rule,  land  use  patterns  in  urban  areas  correlate  with  ethnic  and  social 
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populations.  This  is  especially  true  during  the  19th  century  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area 
where  the  Chinese  presence,  in  particular,  was  notable.  While  considerable  information 
has  been  collected  in  the  Preliminary  Survey  of  Historical  Cultural  Resources  /8/  on 
commercial  activities  within  the  Project  area,  little  information  has  been  recorded  on  the 
other  economic  groups  and  the  ethnic  populations  who  worked  and  lived  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  sub-areas  before  1930.  Laborers,  residents  and  merchants  in  this  area 
created  a  history  which  has  not  been  recorded  on  official  inventories. 

HISTORIC  AND  ARCHAEOLOGIC  ASPECTS  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Imp acts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1  /  Case  2 


Prehistoric/Historic  Resources 

Impacts  on  subsurface  archaeological  prehistoric  and  historic  resources  resulting  from 
construction  of  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  redevelopment  Project  cannot  be  identified 
prior  to  construction.  Any  existing  subsurface  resources  could  be  disturbed  by  Project 
construction  activities  (see  below,  Mitigation  Measures  for  Alternative  A, 
Prehistoric/Historic  Resources). 

Buildings  Potentially  Eligible  for  the  National  Register 

The  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  provides  for 
retention  and  historical  restoration  of  all  the  identified  historic  buildings  within  the 
Project  area.  The  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  building,  currently  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places,  would  be  retained  and  restored  for  adaptive  re-use  such  as  a  local  post 
office  and/or  museum  in  the  lobby  area. 

The  4  buildings  identified  as  potentially  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register 
would  also  be  retained  and  restored  for  adaptive  re-use.  The  Oriental  Warehouse  would  be 
restored  and  is  proposed  to  include  several  adaptive  commercial  uses.  The  proposed  uses 
for  the  warehouses  on  the  west  side  of  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St.  and  the  Cape  Horn  Warehouse 
on  the  west  side  of  First  St.  may  include  warehousing.  The  proposed  retention  and 
restoration  of  these  historic  buildings  would  preserve  and  enhance  the  historic 
environment  and  integrity  of  the  South  End  warehouse  area.  Therefore,  the  historic  and 
architectural  integrity  of  the  two  buildings  outside  the  Project  area  would  not  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  Project. 

Historic  Places  and  Events 

To  evaluate  the  possible  effects  on  historic  places  and  sites  associated  with  events  it 
would  be  necessary  first  to  determine  if  there  are,  in  fact,  any  places  or  sites  within  the 
Project  area  that  are  considered  important  (refer  to  Mitigation  Measures  below  under 
Alternative  A,  Historic  Places  and  Events)./ 1 3/ 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternati  ve  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Prehistoric /Historic  Resources 

Because  of  the  limited  nature  of  Project  excavation,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  believes 
it  more  cost-effective  to  implement  the  following  measure  rather  than  conduct  an 
archival  search  and  a  subsurface  investigation  prior  to  construction: 
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If  the  contractors  encounter  a  potential  historic  site,  or  archaeological  or  paleontological 
resource  during  the  Project  construction,  the  portion  of  the  construction  work  which 
affects  this  find  shall  cease.  The  construction  manager  would  be  immediately  notified  of 
such  a  find  and  would  consult  with  the  Chief  of  Planning  (SFRA)  on  selection  uf  an 
archaeologist  or  paleontologist,  as  appropriate,  to  survey  the  area  and  the  find  and  to 
preserve  the  resources  if  possible  and  appropriate.  Construction  may  be  delayed  for  such 
work  for  up  to  4  months.  The  contractor  would  be  expected  to  cooperate  in  efforts  to 
preserve  the  find. 

Buildings  Potentially  Eligible  for  the  National  Register 

The  proposed  redevelopment  Project  provides  for  the  preservation  of  all  identified 
historic  buildings  within  the  Project  area.  In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  i3 
currently  meeting  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  to  review  National 
Register  issues. 

Places  and  Events 

Impacts  on  these  resources  can  be  mitigated  by  preparing  a  record  of  their  location  and 
significance.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a  cultural  resource  consultant  to 
prepare  an  overview  of  the  redevelopment  Project  area  which  would  describe  the  social 
activities  of  the  people  within  the  impact  area,  the  places  where  these  activities  occurred 
and  the  meaning  each  event  and  its  site  had  to  the  inhabitants.  Personal  accounts  and 
recollections  of  historic  events  and  activities  would  be  used  together  with  descriptions 
found  in  written  documents. 

iH! P gg^s -  AJ ter native  B 
Case  1  /  Case  2 


In  addition  to  the  impacts  identified  under  Alternative  A,  this  Alternative  may  involve  the 
demolition  of  some  of  the  South  End  /  Japan  Street  Warehouses  within  the  Project 
boundaries  (the  Dunn  Instruments  Building,  the  Hooper's  South  End  Grain  Warehouse,  and 
the  Cape  Horn  Warehouse).  A  third  Japan  Street  Warehouse,  the  California  Warehouse,  is 
not  within  the  Project  boundaries. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Al  terna  tive  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  commission  record  drawings  of  the  buildings  to  be 
demolished,  and  would  place  appropriate  historical  commemorations  in  the  vicinity.  The 
other  mitigations  would  be  the  same  as  under  Alternative  A. 

Imp acts  -  Alternative  C 

If  under  current  zoning  some  uses  were  to  be  replaced,  possible  subsurface  historic  and 
prehistoric  resources  could  be  affected.  Without  the  proposed  redevelopment  Project, 
there  would  be  no  Redevelopment  Agency  action  to  protect  potentially  eligible  buildings 
within  the  Project  area. 

Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  C 


None  required. 
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NOTES  -  Historic  and  Archaeologic  Aspects 

/l/  Archaeological  Site  Record  Files,  June  20,  1980,  Archaeological  Site  Survey,  State 
Regional  Office,  Cabrillo  College,  Aptos,  California;  and  H.  Kreutzberg,  Historian,  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office,  telephone  communication,  June  16,  1980. 

/2/  P.  Bickel,  1978,  Changing  SejaJ-eyels  Along  the  California  Coast,  Anthropological 
Implications,  The  Journal  of  California  Anthropology  5-1:  6-20.  ~~ 

P/  W.  Henn,  T.  L.  Jackson  and  J.  Schlocker,  1972,  Buried I  Bones  at  the  "BART"  Site,  San 
Francisco,  California  Geology  25-9:  208-209,  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology, 
Sacramento;  S.Baker,  1978,  Report  on  the  Fort  Mason  Archaeological  Test  Excavations,  a 
report  submitted  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  Nati oTiaTPark  Serv ice,  Weste rn 
Region,  San  Francisco;  and  M.  Rudo,  U.S.  Army  Corp  of  Engineers,  SanFrancisco  District, 
June  13,  1980,  letter  report  to  V.  Benete,  Archaeologist,  Mason  Tillman  Associates. 

/4/  The  archaeological  testing  program  conducted  in  1978  by  Archeo-Tec,  Archaeological 
Consultants,  for  the  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Program  currently  is  being  analyzed. 
Archeo-Tec  identified  cultural  resource  depositions  within  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach 
Project  area.  To  date,  these  sites  have  not  been  recorded  with  the  Regional  Center; 
therefore  there  is  no  detailed  information  available  for  review. 

/5/  M.  King,  1928,  Growth  of  San  Francisco  (Ph.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  California, 
Berkeley);  and  D.  Daniels,  1980,  Afro  -  San  Franciscans:  A  Social  History  of  Pioneer 
Urbanites,  Temple  University  Press. 

/6/  R.  Olmsted,  N.  Olmsted  and  A.  Pastron,  1977,  SanFrancisco  Waterfront  Report  on 
His  tori  ca  1  Cul  tu  ral  Resources  for  the  North  Shore  and  Channel  Outfalls  Consolidation 
Projects,  SanFrancisco  Wastewater  Management  Program. 

PI  Woodward-Clyde  Consultants,  November  1975,  Qeotechn ical  Inves tigation  f or_the 
Proposed  Channel  Outfalls  Consolidation  Project,  SanFrancisco,  California,  prepared  for 
City  and  County  of  SanFrancisco,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering. 

/8/  R.  Olmsted  and  N.  Olmsted,  1978,  Preliminary  Survey  of  Historical  Cultural 
Resources,  Northeastern  Waterfront,  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee. 

/9 /  J.  Prichett,  Director  of  Projects,  Archeo-Tec,  Archaeological  Consultants,  personal 
interview,  June  17,  1  980. 

/10/  The  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted  a  citywide  survey  of 
historic  properties  in  1976.  The  survey  was  designed  to  identify  architecturally  unique 
and  distinctive  buildings  and  rate  them  on  a  scale  of  0-5,  with  0  being  the  lowest  rating 
and  5  the  highest. 

/II/  "Peripheries"  refers  to  a  secondary  archaeologic  impact  area  defined  by  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  as  within  one  city  lot  radius  from  the  Project  area 
boundaries. 

/12/  C.  Beckman,  Assistant  Zoning  Administrator,  SanFrancisco  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board,  telephone  communication,  July  7,  1980. 

/13/  36  CFR  Part  66.9;  36  CFR,  Part  800  (Section  06  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  1966);  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  Guidelines  for 
Imp'ementing  36  CFR,  Part  800;  and  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  Guidelines  for 
Implementing  CFR  36,  Part  800. 
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N.        GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 
Alternati  ve  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Approximately  6,900  person-years  of  labor  would  be  required  during  Project  construction. 
This  would  be  equivalent  to  about  770  jobs  during  the  9  year  construction  period. /I/  These 
jobs  can  be  expected  to  generate  an  equal  amount  of  secondary  support  employment. /2/ 

At  full  buildout,  the  Project  would  employ  up  to  4,000  workers.  Job  categories  would 
include  professional,  managerial,  clerical,  maintenance,  sales,  and  service  workers.  Some 
of  these  jobs  would  be  filled  by  persons  already  living  in  San  Francisco,  others  by  new 
residents  and  commuters. 

Housing  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  low-  and  moderate-income  units,  are  in  short 
supply,  so  that  new  Project  housing  would  be  readily  absorbed.  The  proposed  2,500  units 
would  house  about  5,000  people. 

New  workers  and  residents  would  stimulate  the  San  Francisco  economy  through  purchases 
of  goods  and  services,  thereby  creating  secondary  income  in  the  City.  Project  residents 
and  workers  would  also  partially  support  the  retail  commercial,  service  and  recreational 
segments  of  the  Project. 

The  Project  would  not  inhibit  hotel  or  office  growth  elsewhere  in  the  downtown  area;  tho 
market  analysis  conducted  for  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Survey  Area  estimates  that  the 
Project  has  the  potential  to  capture  2.4%  of  new  office  demand  and  25%  of  new  hotel 
demand  in  the  downtown  area  in  1990./3/  The  Project  retail  commercial  and  restaurant 
uses  would  be  varied,  and  so  cannot  be  similarly  related  to  future  demand.  The  market 
analysis  identified  unmet  market  demand  for  specialty  retail  and  restaurants,  demand 
generated  partly  by  growth  in  the  tourist  industry.  Some  of  this  demand  would  be  met  by 
the  Project. 

The  Project  would  require  enlargements  and  other  improvements  of  existing  water,  sewer 
and  gas  facilities  in  the  Project  area;  however  these  would  be  made  primarily  to  meet 
demand  for  the  proposed  Project  and  other  new  uses  already  planned  for  the  area,  such  as 
the  waterfront  promenade.  Thus,  there  would  be  no  new  development  opportunities  in  the 
Project  waterfront  area  beyond  those  currently  proposed.  The  Project  would  improve  the 
desirability  of  adjacent  waterfront  sites,  and  could  encourage  new  development  in  off-site 
areas  now  in  low-intensity  uses. 

Alternative  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Approximately  9,800  person-years  of  labor  would  be  required  during  the  construction  of 
Alternative  B,  or  about  1,090  jobs  for  9  years.  These  jobs  would  generate  an  equal  amount 
of  secondary  employment.  The  completed  Alternative  B  would  employ  about  7,000 
workers,  mostly  white  collar  and  retail.  Both  construction  and  on-going  employment 
would  be  higher  than  under  Alternative  A.  Alternative  B  would  contribute  55%  more 
housing  units  than  Al ternative  A,  and  so  would  do  more  to  alleviate  pressure  in 
San  Francisco's  housing  market.  The  3,876  units  would  house  about  7,750  people.  These 
residents  and  the  new  workers  would  provide  more  stimulation  of  the  City's  economy  than 
the  smaller  Alternati  ve  A  population. 
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AlternativeB  would  have  no  effect  on  the  City's  hotel  market,  but  could  capture  nearly 
10%  of  new  office  demand  in  SanFrancisco  in  1990.  Other  growth-inducing  impacts  of 
Alternati  ve  B  would  be  the  same  as  those  identified  for  Alternative  A. 

Al  ternative  C 

Growth  and  decline  of  businesses  in  the  area  would  continue  at  current  rates  without  the 
Project. 


NOTES  -  Growth  Inducement 

/  1/  Assumes  labor  costs  are  41  %  of  construction,  or  $207  million.  Construction  salary  is 
assumed  to  be  $30,000  per  year,  and  construction  time  would  be  9  years. 

/2/  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report:  YerbaBuena  Center,  EE  77.220,  April  1978,  Appendix  D.,  Economics, 
p.  40cc. 

/3/  Williams-Kuebelbeck  and  Associates,  June  20,  1978,  Ma rk et  Anal y sis?  No r th eas te rn 
Waterfr  ont  Surv  ey. 
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VI.        SUMMARY  OF  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


A  number  of  mitigation  measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  the 
potential  adverse  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  Project.  Most  of  these  measures 
would  be  adopted  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  would  be  carried  out  through  t 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Redevelopment  Plan.  A  few  measures  are  still  under 
consideration,  and  some  have  already  been  rejected. 

Each  mitigation  measure  and  the  status  of  each  is  discussed  briefly  below.  Measures 
required  by  existing  Ordinances  or  Codes  are  indicated.  Where  a  measure  has  been 
rejected,  the  reasons  for  its  rejection  are  discussed.  Where  an  action  is  still  under 
consideration  or  is  suggested,  the  actions  required  for  implementation  are  also  shown.  No 
mitigation  measures  are  discussed  for  AlternativeC  (NoProject)  because  existing 
conditions  would  remain  and  there  would  be  no  effects  of  Project  implementation. 


A.         LAND  USE,  VISUAL  AND  AESTHETIC 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developer  of  the  hotel  to  design  the 
structure  to  shield  occupants  from  noise  generated  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible. 

The  final  Project  design  would  provide  physical  separation  of  the  proposed  residential  uses 
in  Block  3793  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area  from  the  tra  ff  ic  on  King  St.  and  in  block  3773 
from  the  holding  tracks  and  truck  storage  facilities  east  of  Beale  St. 

The  Chief  of  Architecture  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Director  of  City 
Planning  would  review  specific  Project  design  before  recommending  permit  approvals  to 
assure  that  the  quality  of  design  and  the  visual  effects  of  the  Project  conform  with 
pertinent  policies  and  plans. 

Mitigations  for  Alternati  ve  B  would  be  the  same  as  those  discussed  above,  with  the 
addition  that  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  should  be  removed  before  the  hotel  is  occupied. 


B.         BUSINESS  RELOCATION 

As  required  by  the  1970  Uniform  Relocation  Act,  the  staff  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  provide  full  allowable  relocation  assistance  and  benefits  to  all  businesses  (and 
residents,  if  applicable)  that  would  be  displaced  from  the  Project  area.  The  range  of 
services  would  vary  according  to  the  needs  of  the  business  being  displaced  and  would 
include  assistance  in  processing  relocation  claims,  assistance  in  the  location  of  a  suitable 
replacement  site,  assistance  in  obtaining  financial  needs  through  private  lending  sources, 
and  provision  of  other  general  information  to  assist  the  business  in  making  an  informed 
decision  relating  to  the  move. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  notify  businesses  in  the  Project  area  that  additional 
relocation  and  loan  advisory  assistance  are  available  through  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Economic  Development,  the  Small  Business  Administration,  the  Economic  Development 
Administration,  Chambers  of  Commerce,  and  various  trade  associations,  lending 
institutions  and  real  estate  agencies. 

The  local  offices  of  the  Small  Business  Administration  would  be  informed  of  the  Project 
and  requested  to  work  with  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  any  eligible  site  occupants  in 
extending  their  assistance. 


c-        SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  potential  effects  of  employment  displacement  from  the  Project  area  would  be 
mitigated  in  large  part  by  the  business  relocation  measures  discussed  in  Section  B,  below. 


D.        FISCAL  ASPECTS 

None  required.  Annual  revenues  generated  from  the  Project  to  the  City  and  County  and 
other  affected  agencies  are  expected  to  cover  direct  public  costs  to  serve  the  Project, 
including  capital  and  operating  costs  for  additional  police  and  fire  personnel  and 
equipment,  if  required. 


E.         COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  Project  developers  to  incorporate  the  following 
measures  into  their  development  proposals,  as  appropriate: 

Police 

Include  burglar  alarms  as  part  of  the  design  in  all  structures. 

Design  all  structures  as  secure  buildings  with  controlled  access,  security  staff,  and 
camera  monitors  where  appropriate. 

Design  lighting  and  landscape  plans  to  maximize  visibility,  particularly  around 
en  try  ways. 

Develop  attended  parking  lots  rather  than  self-park  and  -lock  facilities. 

Meet  with  a  representative  of  the  Police  Department's  Crime  Prevention  Unit  to 
obtain  recommendations  for  security  measures,  applicable  to  individual  development 
proposals.  Recommended  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  design  plans. 

Fire 

Meet  with  the  Fire  Department  to  obtain  specific  fire  safety  and  prevention 
measures  for  incorporation  into  specific  design  plans. 
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Schools 

None  Required.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  indicates  that  there  would 
be  available  classroom  capacity  and  that  it  would  not  require  any  additional  staff  or 
equipment  to  serve  school  children  from  the  proposed  Project.  Should  additional 
buses  be  required,  Project  generated  revenues  are  expected  to  cover  those  costs. 

Water  Service 

Install  native,  drought-resistant  vegetation  in  all  park  and  landscaping  areas  to 
reduce  watering  requirements. 

Wastewater 

Install  low-flow  fixtures  to  reduce  the  amount  of  wastewater  generated  by  new 
structures. 

Solid  Waste 

Provide  storage  space  for  recyclable  materials  in  all  housing  to  encourage  recycling 
activities. 

Include  trash  compaction  facilities  in  the  design  of  office  and  commercial  buildings. 

Parks  and  Recreation 

Coordinate  with  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering  to  provide  traffic  signalization 
and  other  safety  features  along  routes  from  residential  areas  to  park  areas  and  where 
feasible,  to  schools,  to  allow  safe  access  by  children. 

Separate  housing  by  fencing  or  other  barriers  from  open  major  roadways,  such  as 
The  Embarcadero. 

Install  guard  rails  or  other  barriers  between  open  water  and  areas  where  children 
might  play  without  supervision. 

As  part  of  the  Project  design,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  include  plans  for  eating 
and  sanitation  facilities  for  the  users  of  the  marina  as  well  as  others  who  come  to  observe 
the  boats  and  use  nearby  recreation  facilities.  This  would  prevent  inconvenience  to 
marine  and  recreation  area  patrons. 


All  building  design  and  construction  would  be  required  to  conform  with  all  applicable  City 
of  San  Francisco  fire,  and  life  safety  codes,  including  installation  of  sprinkler,  alarm, 
annunciator  and  emergency  power  systems  as  required. 

California  law  requires  installation  of  low-flow  water  fixtures  in  all  new  structures.  The 
Project  would  be  required  to  conform  to  this  law. 

The  SanFrancisco  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Water  Department  would  grant 
easements  and/or  rights-of-way  over  existing  water  mains,  sewers  and  utility  lines 
wherever  feasible,  to  reduce  the  need  for  installing  new  facilities  or  for  relocating 
existing  ones. 


129 


The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  responsible  for  providing  all  offsite  improvements 
that  would  be  required  to  provide  adequate  water  and  sanitary  sewer  service  to  the 
Project  area.  Water  system  improvements  would  have  to  meet  the  fire  flow  requirements 
of  the  SanFrancisco  Fire  Department. 


F.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  assure  that  Project  design  maintains  high  traffic  access 
levels  and  would  cooperate  with  MUNI  to  improve  transit  operations  in  the  Project  area. 
Possible  improvements  include:  transit  improvements  as  outlined  in  the  MUNI  Five  Year 
Plan;  coordination  of  development  of  the  Project  and  other  NEWS  area  projects  to 
maximize  transit  use;  develop  financial  incentives  such  as  discount  MUNI  passes  and  van 
or  car  pool  parking  discounts  to  Project  area  employees  to  promote  the  use  of  transit; 
assist  businesses  and  firms  in  the  Project  in  maximizing  transit,  car  pool  and  van  pool 
use.  The  City  could  also  encourage  increased  transit  use  through  more  restrictive 
on-street  parking  regulations  and  time  limits  in  the  Project  area. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  assure  that  Project  design  provides  off-street  parking 
spaces  for  commercial  and  visitor  vehicles. 

By  imposing  conditions  on  development,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  assure  that 
construction  would  proceed  with  the  least  disruption  to  traffic  circulation  and  parking  in 
the  area.  Measures  would  include:  street  closures  would  occur  only  after  the  intended 
diversion  route(s)  have  opened;  construction  equipment  and  vehicles  would  be  stored  on 
the  construction  sites;  construction  would  be  staged  to  retain  as  many  parking  spaces  as 
possible;  and,  construction  would  be  coordinated  with  railroad  users  to  minimize  potential 
disruption  of  freight  movements. 


G.        CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  conduct  shadow  analyses  and 
wind  studies  as  needed  to  determine  the  impacts  of  specific  building  designs,  and  adhere 
to  recommended  mitigation  measures  which  result. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to:  comply  with  BAAQMD 
Regulation  8,  Rules  3  and  15  to  reduce  hydrocarbon  emissions;  sprinkle  demolition  and 
construction  areas  at  least  twice  a  day  to  reduce  dust;  and,  by  design,  locate  sensitive 
receptors  away  from  major  roads  and  freeways  or  provide  adequate  setbacks  to  reduce 
carbon  monoxide  impacts  on  them. 


H.  NOISE 


Under  both  the  San  Francisco  and  State  guidelines,  noise  analysis  and  noise  insulation 
design  would  be  required  for  proposed  structures.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
require  developers  to  design  structures  to  meet  applicable  noise  criteria.  The  Agency 
would  also  require  developers  to  comply  with  Title  25  of  the  California  Administrative 
Code  and  conduct  acoustical  analyses  for  residences  within  annual  exterior  60  dB  CNEL 
(Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level)  contours.  The  Agency  would  require  developers  use 
noise  attenuation  measures  as  appropriate  in  design,  including:  installation  of  exterior 
noise  barriers  such  as  masonry  walls  or  landscaped  berms;  noise  insulation  within  walls  of 
structures;  and  design  and  placement  of  residential  structures  so  that  they  are  shielded 
from  major  noise  sources  by  non-residential  structures. 
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I.        RESOURCE  USE 


The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  design  criteria  for  the  Project 
sites  to  preclude  development  from  significantly  shading  other  building  sites  or  sites 
outside  the  Project  area.  The  Agency  would  review  each  building  design  proposal  to 
ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  these  criteria. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each 
development  to  minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of  nonrenewable 
energy  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.  The  Agency  would  review  each 
building  design  to  ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  all  criteria.  See  Appendix  A  for  a 
sample  list  of  such  criteria. 


J-        GEOLOGY /SEISM1C1TY 

The  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  would  require  private  developers  to 
conduct  soils  and  geotechnical  studies.  Individual  developers  would  be  required  to 
incorporate  recommendations  of  those  studies  into  the  structural  designs  of  proposed 
buildings.  Each  soils  study  would  include  a  detailed  description  of  subsurface  materials, 
including  the  materials' engineering  properties  and  suitab  ility  for  use  as  a  foundation  for 
the  proposed  structure;  and  would  provide  specific  recommendations  for  grading,  building 
foundation  type,  and  other  structural  details. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require,  as  a  condition  of  special  Project  approval,  that 
private  developers  require  contractors  to  include  in  construction  procedures: 

Determine  the  amount  of  spoils  that  would  be  removed  from  the  speci  fic  Project  and 
identify  disposal  sites,  than  develop  haul  routes  to  minimize  effects  on  land  uses  and 
traffic,  possibly  including  limitations  on  transport  hours.  These  measures  would 
reduce  noise,  dust,  traffic  and  other  impacts  along  the  haul  routes. 

Cover  truck  loads  and  clean  truck  wheels  before  traveling  to  reduce  dust  and 
potential  sand  and  debris  spills  to  reduce  impacts  on  pedestrian  aid  vehicular  traffic, 
particularly  motorcyclists  and  bicyclists. 

The  SanFrancisco  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  all  major  building 
contractors  to  post  a  surety  bond  before  it  would  issue  construction  permits. 

The  building  contractor  would  be  responsible  for  any  damage  that  might  result  from 
construction.  Private  developers  would  be  required  to  design  all  buildings  to  the  standards 
of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Article  23,  Section  23  14  A  to  K,  aid  conform  to  the 
policies  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  Safety  Plan. 

The  SanFrancisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  individual  developers  to  design 
structures  to  meet  the  recommendations  of  the  Uniform  Building  Code  and  the  Structural 
Engineers  Association  of  California  in  instances  where  these  recommendations  are 
stricter  than  those  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code.  Private  developers  would  be 
required  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  incorporate  additional  seismic  safety  measures, 
especially  in  residential  structures,  such  as  firmly  anchoring  lighting  and  ornamental 
fixtures  to  walls  and  ceilings,  and  including  well-labeled,  manual  shut-off  valves  for  gas 
mains. 
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K-  HYDROLOGY 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  each  Project  developer  to  implement  the 
following  measures  during  construction:  restrict  grading  to  the  dry  summer  months  of 
May  through  October  or  take  other  reasonable  precautions  to  reduce  erosion  and  siltation 
problems  in  the  Project  area;  filter  dewatering  discharges  through  sediment  traps  before 
emptying  them  into  storm  drains;  and  landscape  building  sites  as  soon  as  grading  is 
completed  or  take  other  reasonable  precautions  to  reduce  the  amount  erosion  from  the 
site . 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  major  building  contractors 
to  post  a  surety  bond  (or  satisfactory  evidence  of  insurance  coverage)  before  the 
Department  would  issue  building  permits.  The  contractor  would  be  responsible  for  any 
damage  to  adjacent  structures  from  dewatering. 

During  the  preliminary  design  of  the  marina,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a 
qualified  hydrologist  to  conduct  a  detailed  study  of  the  potential  impact  of  the  marina  on 
currents,  sedimentation,  and  erosion.  This  study  would  address  potential  adverse  impacts 
and  irreversible  changes  to  the  Bay  caused  by  construction  of  the  marina;  and  would 
provide  specific  recommendations  regarding  the  design  and  construction  of  the  marina  to 
reduce  the  identified  adverse  impacts.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  prepare  the 
final  design  of  the  marina  based  on  the  findings  of  that  study.  The  Agency  would  also 
require  marina  design  to  provide  protection  against  large  stormwaves,  large  waves  from 
the  wake  of  ships,  and  the  100-year  tsunami. 


I_  ECOLOGY 

During  the  preliminary  design  of  the  marina,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a 
qualified  marine  biologist  to  conduct  a  detailed  evaluation  of  the  potential  for  adverse 
effects  on  marine  biota  which  could  result  from  construction  activity  and  from  long-term 
effects  on  local  currents  and  sedimentation.  The  biologist  would  also  identify  measures  to 
reduce  or  eliminate  adverse  effects.  The  Agency  would  prepare  the  final  design  of  the 
marina  based  on  the  findings  of  that  study. 


M.         HISTORIC  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  ASPECTS 


Because  of  the  limited  amount  of  Project  excavation,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  believes 
it  more  cost-effective  to  implement  the  following  measure  rather  than  conduct  an 
archival  search  and  subsurface  investigation  prior  to  construction: 

If  the  contractors  encounter  a  potential  historic  site,  or  archaeological  or  paleontological 
resource  during  the  Project  construction,  the  portion  of  the  construction  work  which 
affects  this  find  shall  cease.  The  construction  manager  would  be  immediately  notified  of 
such  a  find  and  would  consult  with  the  Chief  of  Planning  (SFRA)  on  selection  of  an 
archaeologist  or  paleontologist,  as  appropriate,  to  survey  the  area  and  to  find  and 
preserve  the  resources  if  possible  and  appropriate.  Construction  may  be  delayed  for  such 
work  for  up  to  4  months;  the  contractor  would  be  expected  to  cooperate  in  efforts  to 
preserve  the  find. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  meeting  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  to 
review  National  Register  issues.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a  cultural 
historian  to  prepare  an  overview  of  the  redevelopment  Project  area  which  would  describe 
the  social  activities  of  the  people  within  the  impact  area,  the  places  where  these 
activities  occurred  and  the  meaning  each  event  and  its  site  had  to  the  area's  inhabitants. 
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VII.     PROBABLE  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  SHOULD  THE  PROPOSAL  BE  IMPLEMENTED 


The  impacts  presented  below  are  for  full  development  (1990)  and  apply  to  both 
Alternati  ves  A  and  B  unless  noted  otherwise.  The  impacts  discussed  would  be  unavoidable 
even  after  the  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  proposed  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
potential  adverse  impacts  (refer  to  Section  VI.,  Summary  of  Mitigation  Measures).  If  the 
Project  is  approved,  certain  proposed  mitigation  measures  are  expected  to  be 
implemented  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  through  the  provisions  of  the  Redevelopment 
Plan,  upon  its  adoption;  or  would  be  reguired  by  federal,  state  or  local  laws  and  urdinan 

LAND  USE,  ZONING,  VISUAL  AND  AESTHETIC 

The  Project  would  change  the  existing  land-use  patterns  in  the  Project  area  from 
primarily  industrial,  warehousing  and  manufacturing  to  residential,  open-space,  and 
commercial  uses.  In  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  housing  in  some  locations  (at  the  western 
edge  of  the  sub-area)  would  be  opposite  light  industrial  and  manufacturing  business,  which 
would  be  an  incompatible  juxtaposition  of  uses.  Visually,  the  Project  area  would  be 
changed  but  it  would  be  enhanced  by  development  of  the  Project. 

BUSINESS  RELOCATION 

Although  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  full  allowable  relocation  benefits  and 
assistance  to  eligible  businesses  that  would  be  displaced  from  the  Project  area,  some 
firms  could  still  be  expected  to  go  out  of  business  or  relocate  outside  of  San  Francisco. 
Low  in-lieu  relocation  limits  may  cause  hardships  on  establishments  which  go  out  of 
business;  these  limits  were  set  under  the  1970  Uniform  Relocation  Act  and  have  not  been 
adjusted  for  inflation  since  then. 

SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

Some  blue-collar  jobs  would  be  lost  in  San  Francisco  in  conjunction  with  the  business 
displacement.  This  would  be  part  of  a  continuing  decline  in  the  number  of  such  jobs  in  the 
City. 

FISCAL  ASPECTS 

The  Project  would  reguire  additional  public  expenditures  for  police  protection  and  possibly 
for  fire  protection.  Expenditures  for  other  public  services  such  as  street  and  storm  drain 
maintenance  would  also  be  expected  to  increase  with  the  increased  use  of  the  Project 
area,  although  total  revenues  to  the  City  from  the  Project  are  expected  to  exceed  costs 
for  reguired  services. 


COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Existing  capacity  in  public  service  categories  would  be  diminished,  and  new  personnel  and 
eguipment  would  be  reguired  by  the  Police  and  Fire  Departments.  School  busing  would  be 
necessary  for  elementary  students. 
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TR  AN  SPOR  TATION 

Construction  hauling  would  temporarily  increase  traffic  on  access  streets  and  haul 
routes.  Construction  would  also  temporarily  increase  parking  demand  on  local  streets. 

Occupancy  and  use  of  the  Project  would  increase  both  the  number  of  vehicle  and  the 
number  of  transit  trips  originating  or  ending  in  the  Project  area.  The  increase  in  vehicle 
trips,  together  with  expected  increases  in  Downtown  traffic,  would  decrease  the  level  of 
service  on  Downtown  streets.  Local  streets  within  the  Project  area  would  operate  at 
acceptable  levels  of  service. 

Occupancy  and  use  of  the  Project  would  also  increase  the  demand  for  parking  within  the 
Project  area. 

CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QOALITY 

Construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  airborne  dust  and  would  add 
hydrocarbon  emissions  to  the  air  in  the  Project  area. 

Occupancy  and  use  of  the  Project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  emissions  from  the 
Project  area. 

Emissions  from  the  project-generated  traffic  would  result  in  the  exceedance  of  ambient 
standards  for  hydrocarbons  in  both  sub-areas  and  for  nitrogen  oxides  in  the  Rincon  Point 
sub-area.  The  carbon  monoxide  standard  would  be  exceeded  at  one  sensitive  receptor  and 
approached  at  two  other  sensitive  receptors  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area. 

NOISE 

Construction  noise  would  cause  annoyance  during  daytime  hours  in  neighboring  buildings 
and  areas.  Pile-driving  would  result  in  the  greatest  increase  in  noise  during  construction; 
trucking  would  affect  land  uses  along  haul  and  trucking  routes. 

Occupancy  and  use  of  the  Project  would  result  in  general  increases  in  noise  in  the  Project 
area  of  less  than  1  dBA.  However,  existing  noise  levels  throughout  the  Project  area  are 
high  enough  to  require  application  of  mitigation  measures  to  meet  noise  standards  for 
residential  use. 


RESOURCE  USE 

The  Project  would  demand  an  additional  240  billion  Btu-at-source  of  electricity  per  year, 
and  3  10  billion  Btu-at-source  of  natural  gas  per  year.  Total  vehicle  fuel  demand  would 
increase  to  390  billion  Btu-at-source,  annually. 

GEOLOGY /SEISMICITY 

Project  implementation  would  expose  employees  and  residents  to  the  seismic  hazards  of 
the  area. 
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VHI.   RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S 

ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


In  the  redevelopment  context,  the  only  short-term  effects  are  those  primarily  of  the 
construction  process  which  include  noise  from  construction  activities,  dust,  truck  haul 
routes  and  associated  traffic  and  land  use  impacts,  energy  used  for  construction  and 
construction-related  employment.  Business  displacement  would  probably  be  a  short-term 
effect,  as  the  Redevelopment  Agency  expects  to  relocate  affected  businesses  as  quickly 
as  possible. 

Based  on  the  objectives  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach 
Project,  the  proposed  development  would  have  several  long-term  effects  on  the 
northeastern  waterfront  area  and  the  City  as  a  whole.  The  Project  would: 

remove  most  existing  buildings,  including  structurally  substandard  buildings,  and 
eliminate  blight; 

stimulate  and  attract  private  investment,  with  the  objective  of  improving  the 
City's  economic  health,  tax  base,  and  employment  opportunities; 

provide  for  the  creation  of  waterfront  parks; 

provide  for  mixed  income  housing,  with  the  income  goal  of  20%  low-  and  30\ 
moderate-income  units; 

provide  construction  and  continuing  job  opportunities  through  economic 
development,  including  neighborhood  shopping  facilities,  a  hotel  complex  and  the 
restoration  and  adaptive  reuse  of  certain  historic  structures;  and 

provide  for  the  improvement  of  The  Embarcadero  into  a  boulevard,  and  facilitate 
development  of  a  new  surface  mass  transit  line. 

The  development  would  represent  a  long-term  commitment  by  the  City  to  provide 
necessary  services,  including  police  and  fire  protection,  sewage  treatment  and  disposal, 
solid  waste  collection,  and  schools. 

Project  implementation  with  HUD  and  City  participation  in  the  form  of  Community  Block 
Grant  funding  would  represent  a  long-term  financial  commitment  on  the  part  of  both  the 
federal  government  and  the  City.  Private  financial  institutions  would  also  be  making 
long-term  commitments. 

The  Project  would  have  the  long-term  implication  of  changing  the  character  of  the 
existing  waterfront  area  from  industrial  to  commercial,  residential,  and  visitor-serving. 
An  estimated  13.5  acres  of  developed  urban  land  would  be  developed  into  open-space, 
waterfront  parks,  creating  future  recreational  opportunities  for  Project  and  Bay  Area 
residents  and  employees. 
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The  Project,  once  developed,  would  foreclose  the  future  opportunity  for  new  or  expanded 
industrial  use  of  the  Project  area,  and  the  opportunity  for  maritime  or  water- dependent 
industrial  uses  at  Piers 40,  42,  44,  and  46A  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area.  Maritime  uses 
have  been  declining  in  the  Project  area  over  the  past  ten  years  and  would  be  expected  to 
continue  to  decline  with  or  without  development  of  the  Project.  There  would  be 
long-term  increased  demand  for  fuel  oil,  natural  gas,  and  electricity,  which  would 
consume  basic  energy  sources. 

The  cumulative  and  long-term  effects  of  the  Project  which  would  affect  the  environment 
include  increased  automobile  trips  caused  by  the  development  of  the  Project,  which  would 
lead  to  an  increase  in  congestion  and  fuel  consumption  and  result  in  impacts  on  noise  and 
air  quality. 
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IX.       IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 
WHICH  WOULD  BE  INVOLVED 


Land  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  area  would  change  from 
what  is  now  mostly  light  industrial,  warehousing  and  manufacturing  uses  to  residential, 
commercial,  open-space  and  visitor-serving  uses.  Although  land  uses  in  the  Project  drea 
would  be  expected  to  change  over  time,  the  scale  and  nature  of  the  development  proposed 
represents  environmental  change  not  reversible  within  the  next  several  generations. 
Project  implementation  would  establish  a  residential  neighborhood  and  population, 
particularly  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  in  an  area  of  the  City  which  is  presently 
non-residen  tial. 

Demolition  of  structures  would  be  irreversible. 

Operations  a f ter  Project  development  would  consume  an  additional  0.8  MGD  of  water. 
Non-renewable  resources  used  would  include  an  additional  240  billion  Btu-at-source  of 
electricity  and  310  billion  Btu-at-source  of  natural  gas  annually. 
Approximately  390  billion  Btu-at-source  of  vehicle  fuel  energy  per  year  would  be 
consumed  by  Project  residents  and  employees.  Most  materials  used  for  construction 
would  also  be  irreversibly  committed. 

The  commitment  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  the  development  of  the  Project  would 
result  in  the  unavoidable  significant  environmental  effects  described  in  Section  VII.  These 
effects  would  continue  indefinitely. 
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X. 


REPORT  AUTHORS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


EIR  AUTHORS 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Thomas  G.  Conrad,  Chief 

Planning,  Housing  &  Programming 
(415)  771-8800 


EIR  CONSULTANTS 

Environmental  Science  Associates 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  215 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  552-4775 

(Prime  Consultant:  Introductory  Material, 
Planning  and  Regulatory  Context,  Proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan,  Alternatives 
Description,  Business  Relocation,  Social 
Characteristics,  Fiscal  Aspects,  Community 
Services,  Climate  and  Air  Quality,  Noise, 
Resource  Use,  Geology/Seismicity, 
Hydrology,  Ecology,  Growth  Inducement) 

Richard  Cole,  Ph.D.: 

Associa  te-in-Charge 
Charles  Bennett:  Project  Leader 
Donna  Pittman:  Deputy  Project  Leader 

John  T.  Warren,  P.E. 
Transportation  Analysis  Consultant 
J.  Warren  &.  Associates 
1330  Broadway,  Suite  1311 
Oakland,  CA  94612 
(415)  465-0980 

Eleanor  Mason  Ramsey,  Ph.D. 
Archaeological  &  Historic  Aspects  Consultant 
Mason  Tillman  Associates 
2955  Avalon  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 
(415)  549-0582 

Samuel  J.  Cullers 

Land  Use,  Zoning,  &.  Aesthetic  Aspects 
Consul  tant 

Samuel  J.  Cullers  &  Associates 
1900  Point  West  Way,  Suite  171 
Sacramento,  CA  95815 
(916)  920-27  11 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCSICO 

San  Francisco  Controller's  Office 
850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
(415) 553-1694 

K.  Mitzman,  Staff  Assistant 

Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Engineering 
City  Hall,  Room  351 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)-558-3676 

R.  Evans,  Assistant  Director 

Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering  and 

Wastewater  Program 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
(415  558-2616 

D.  Hayashi,  Coordinator  of  Public 
Participation 

J.  M.  de  la  Cruz,  Division  Chief 

M.  Francies,  Engineering  Associate  II 

North  Point  Pollution  Control  Plant 
Bay  and  Kearny  Streets 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
(415)  558-4231 

R.  Chin,  Supervisor 

Fire  Department 

Fire  Prevention  and  Investigation 

260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

(415)  861-8000 

R.  E.  Rose,  Chief 

Police  Department,  Hall  of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

(415)  553-1551 

P.  Libert,  Officer,  Planning  and 
Research  Division 

Southern  District  Police  Station 
850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
(415)  553-911 1 

M.  McKevitt,  Captain 
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Water  Department 
City  Distribution  Division 
1990  Newcomb  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94  1  24 
(415)  558-4503 

J.  E.  Kenck,  Manager 

C.  Wentworth,  Engineering  Department 
J.  Cooney,  Engineer 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94  109 

(415)  771-8800 

B.  Amato,  Asst.  Planner 

M.  C.  Haug-Boone,  Asst.  Planner 

San  Francisco  Port  Commission 

Ferry  Building 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

(415)  391-8000 

A.  Taormina,  Deputy  Port  Director 
S.  Zeller,  Mechanical  Engineer 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District 
135  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  565-9000 

R.  Walker,  Manager,  Student  Assignment 
Office 

D.  Gardner,  Transportation  Supervisor 

San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation 

Advisory  Board 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
(415)  558-3050 

C.  Beckman,  Secretary  to  the  Assistant 
Zoning  Director 


OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 


Embarcadero  Young  Men's  Christian  Association  (YMC 

166  The  Embarcadero 

San  Francisco,  CA 

(415)  321-2191 

B.  Knoll,  Executive  Director 
R.  Freebairn-Smith,  Architect  and  Board 
of  Directors'  Member 

Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company 
900  Seventh  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
(415)  626-4000 

F.  Garbarino,  Off  ice  Manager 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94106 

(415)  781-421  1 

L.  Cordner,  Engineering 

Deparbnent  Representative 

Pacific  Telephone  Company 
140  New  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
(415) 626-0828 

W.  Dougherty,  Engineer 

Archeo-Tec,  Archaeological  Consultants 
J.  Prichett,  Director  of  Projects 
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XI.         DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


Federal  Agencies 

Director,  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

OFA-EIS  Filing  Section  (A- 1  04) 

Room  537  -  West  Tower 

401  M  Street  -  SW 

Washington,  D.C.  20460 

(5  copies) 

Region  IX  -  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
215  Fremont  Street  -  Mail  Stop  S-l-I 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Susan  Sakaki 

EIS  Coordinator 

(5  copies) 

Regional  Office 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Dale  James 

Environmental  Clearance  Officer 

HUD  Headquarters  Library -Eighth  Floor 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Washington  D.C.  20410 
San  Francisco  Area  Office 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
One  Embarcadero  Center  -  Suite  1600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Tad  Masaoka 

Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
Region  IX 

Two  Embarcadero  Center  -  Suite  530 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Neil  Dillabough,  Director 
Office  of  Environment  and  Design 

Department  of  the  Army 

San  Francisco  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

21  1  Main  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Rod  Chisholm 

Environmental  Branch 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Services 
Pacific  Southwest  Region 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue  -  Box  36062 
SanFrancisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Louise  C.  Penna,  Chief 

Environmental  Services 


Department  of  the  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building 

2800  Cottage  Way  -  Room  E-2727 
Sacramento,  C A  95825 

Attn:  Joseph  Tieger 

State  Agencies 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Management 
State  Clearinghouse* 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Attn:  Anna  Paibos 

(15  copies) 

*  Clearinghouse  distribution: 

San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 

Development  Commission 

Air  Resources  Board 

Department  of  Transportation  (CalTrans 

District  4) 

Department  of  Boating  and  Waterways 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  - 

Office  of  Historic  Preservation 

State  Energy  Commission 

State  Lands  Commission 

State  Water  Resources  Control  Board 

(includes  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 

Board) 

Regional  Agencies 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Attn:  Lu  DeSilva 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94  1 09 
Attn:  Tom  Perardi 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Hotel  Claremont  -  Ashby  and  Domingo  Avenues 
Berkeley,  CA  94  7  0  5 

Attn:  Andrew  Ungar 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Department  of  City  Planning  (11  copies) 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Rai  Okamoto,  Director 

George  Williams,  Assistant  Director  for 

Plans  and  Programs 

Alec  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer 

SanFrancisco  Planning  Commissioners 
Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 
Ina  Dearman,  Vice-President 
Susan  Bierman 
Yoshio  Nakashima 
Charles  Starbuck 
Roger  Boas 

Norman  Karasick,  Alternate 
Richard  Sklar 

Eugene  Kelleher,  Alternate 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
Patrick  McGrew,  President 

Port  of  San  Francisco  (7  copies) 

Ferry  Building 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Edward  David,  Port  Director 

Tony  Taormina,  Deputy  Port  Director 

Port  Commissioners: 

James  J.  Rudden,  President 
Harry  Bridges 
Jack  Morrison 
Eugene  L.  Gartland 
Alan  E.  Rothenberg 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
SanFrancisco,  CA  94109 

Wilbur  W.  Hamilton,  Executive  Director 

(17  copies) 

Redevelopment  Agency  Commissioners: 
Howard  M.  Wexler,  President 
Charlotte  Berk,  Vice-President 
Dian  Blomguist 
Rubin  Glickman 
Willie  B.  Kennedy 
Leroy  King 
Melvin  D.  Lee 

Fire  Department 

260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Chief  Robert  Rose 


Police  Department 

Hall  of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Officer  Paul  Libert,  Planning  and 

Research 

Department  of  Public  Works  (4  copies) 

Jeffrey  Lee,  Director 

260  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Frank  Moss 

Deputy  Director  for  Engineering 

359  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Traffic  Engineering  Division  and 

Utilities  and  Liaison  Section 

John  Hines 

Deputy  Director  for  Operations 

2323  Army  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Don  Birrer 

Executive  Director,  Cleanwater  Program 
1  50  Hayes  Street 
SanFrancisco,  CA  94102 

Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94  109 
Attn: 

James  H.  Johnson,  Director 

Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council 
552  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Dean  Macris,  President 

Municipal  Railway 

949  Presidio  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Attn:  Peter  Strauss,  Acting  Director  of 

Planning 

Water  Department 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Eugene  S.  Kelleher,  General  Manager 

and  Chief  Engineer 

Recreation  and  Park  Department 
McLaren  Lodge  -  Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 
SanFrancisco,  CA  94  117 

Attn:  Thomas  Malioy,  General  Manager 
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Department  of  Electricity 

901  Rankin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Attn:  Jules  Beckley,  Acting  General 

Manager 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Main  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Government  Documents  Department 

(2  copies) 

Groups  and  Individuals 

Citizens'  Advisory  Committee:  (17  copies) 

Jim  Augustino 
660  Lombard  Street 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94133 

James  Bronkema 

3  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  2360 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Thomas  Crowley 
Crowley  Maritime 
One  Market  Plaza,  Suite  3800 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

John  Elberling 
1 77  Jessie  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Beck  Evans 
Sierra  Club 
530  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Bill  Evers 

On-Line  Business  Systems 
115  Sansome,  S.F.  CA  94104 

Ernie  L.  Gabiati 
Gallo  Salami,  Inc. 
250  Brannan  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Anne  Halsted 

1  308  Mon  tgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Robert  Katz 

2  Whiting  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Toby  Levine 

1366  Guerrero  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94 1 10 

Jenny  Lew 

6001  Riverside  Blvd.,  #309 
Sacramento,  CA  95831 

Evelyn  Lewis 

Steinhart,  Goldberg,  Feigenbaum  &  Ladar 
1  Post  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Raymond  Mesick 
Southern  Pacific  Land  Co. 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94105 

Richard  Morten 
S.F.  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street,  9th  fl. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Paul  Sh err  ill 
Lanier  and  Sherrill 
660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Benny  Stewart 

1956  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Phillip  Sussman 

Pacific  Pipe  Co. 

P.O.  Box  3351  Rincon  Annex 

San  Francisco,  CA  94119 
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XII.       COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIR/EIS  AND  NOT  REQUIRING 
RESPONSES 


SEP  2  S  BU  AM 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


REGION  IX 


215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco.  Ca.  94105 


Project  #D-HUD-K85031-CA 


Tad  Masaoka,  Environmental  Clearance  Officer 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

San  Francisco  Area  Office 

One  Embarcadero 

San  Francisco     CA  94111 

Dear  Mr.  Masaoka: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency   (EPA)   has  received  and 
reviewed   the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
titled   RINCON  POINT-SOUTH   BEACH   REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN , 
SAN   FRANCISCO,   CA . 

The  EPA's  comments  on  the  DEIS  have  been  classified  as 
Category  LO-1.     Definitions  of  the  categories  are  provided 
by  the  enclosure.     The  classification  and   the  date  of  the 
EPA's  comments  will  be  published    in  the   Federal  Register  in 
accordance  with  our  responsibility  to  inform  the  public  of 
our  views  on  proposed  Federal  Actions  under  Section  309  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act.     Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our 
comments  .on  both  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
proposed  action  and   the  adequacy  of  the  environmental 
statement . 

The  EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIS 
and  requests  three  copies  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  when  available. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments,  please 
contact  Susan  Sakaki ,   EIS  Coordinator,   at  (415)536-7858. 

Sincerely  yours^ 


Enclosure 


ENVtROW- 


cc  : 


Thomas  G.  Conrad 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
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EIS  CATEGORY  CODES 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 

LO — Lack  of  Objections 


ter 


EPA  has  no  objection  to  the  proposed  action  as  described  in  the  draft  inpact  sta 
or  suggests  only  minor  changes  in  the  proposed  action. 

ER — Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain  aspects  of 
the  proposed  action.    EPA  believes  that  further  study  of  suggested  alternatives 
or  modifications  is  required  and  has  asked  the  originating  Federal  agency  to 
reassess  these  aspects. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory  because  of  its  potentially 
harmful  effect  on  the  environment.    F\rrthermore ,  the  Agency  believes  that  the 
pctentic.l  safeguards  which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  piotect  Lhe 
environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.    The  Agency  recommends  that 
alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed  further  (including  the  possibility  of 
no  action  at  all) . 


Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 
Category  1 — Adequate 


The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  proposed  project  or  action  as  well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available 
to  the  project  or  action. 

Category  2 — Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain  sufficient 
information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project 
or  action.     However,  from  the  information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able  to 
make  a  preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  or  the  environment.    EPA  has 
requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  informacion  that  was  not  included 
in  the  draft  statement. 


Category  3 — Inadequate 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  adequately  assess  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action,  or  that  the  statement 
inadequately  analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.    The  Agency  has 
requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the  potential  environmental 
hazards  and  has  asked  that  substantial  revision  be  made  to  the  Impact 
statement. 


If  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no  rating  will  be  made 
of  the  project  or  action,  since  a  basis  does  not  generally  exist  on  which  to 
make  such  a  determination. 
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XIII.       COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIR/EIS  FOLLOWED  BY  RESPONSES 
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A.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


1.       REVISIONS  INCORPORATING  INTO  THE  FINAL  EIR/S  IN  RESPONSE  TO 
INFORMAL  COMMENTS  BY  JOINT-LEAD  AGENCY  STAFFS 


The  following  clarifications,  additions  and  corrections  are  proposed  to  be  incorporated 
into  the  Final  EIR/S  in  response  to  comments  made  by  Joint  Lead  Agencies  on  the  Draft 
EIR/S.  They  are  keyed  to  section,  page,  figure  and  table  numbers  in  the  Draft  EIR/S: 

L  INTRODUCTION 

Page  3,  Paragraph  4  The  first  sentence  of  the  Alternative  A  discussion  should  be  modifie 
as  follows:  "Alternative  A  -  the  preferred  project  action,  based  on  the  redevelopment 
concepts  from  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  proposed  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency." 

Page  5,  Paragraph  2  The  phrase  "(Section  15061  (e)  as  amended  through  April  8,  1980)" 
should  be  added  after  the  reference  to  CEQA. 

Figures  1  and  2    These  figures  have  been  revised  (to  indicate  the  project  sub-areas)  as 
shown  on  the  following  pages. 

11  •      PLANNING  AND  REGULATORY  CONTEXT 

Page 7,  Paragraph  1   The  Total  Design  Plan  required  by  the  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1  was 
"adopted"Trather  than  "approved")  by  the  Port  Commission,  City  Planning  Commission 
and  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission. 

Page  7,  Paragraph  2  Add  the  following  sentence:  "Property  within  the  Port's  jurisdiction 
is  State  land  held  in  trust  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  which  is  administered 
exclusively  by  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission,  pursuant  to  the  San  Francisco  Charter 
the  Burton  Act  and  the  State  Transfer  Agreement." 

Page  8,  Paragraph  1   Incorporate  the  following  discussion:  "The  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission  (BCDC)  is  also  the  local  agency  responsible  for  implementing 
the  federal  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972.  Plans  and  policies  adopted  by  BCDC 
for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area  are  in  compliance  with  federal  coastal 
policies." 

Page  8,  Paragraph  6  Incorporate  the  following:  "The  Port  of  San  Francisco's  Engineering 
Department  is  responsible  for  administering  and  approving  building  permits  on  sites  withi 
the  Port's  jurisdiction." 

Page  9,  Table  1   The  following  action  by  the  Port  should  be  added  after  the  third  item  in 
Table'l: 


Agency. 


Action 


Type  of  Action 


Port  of  San  Francisco 


Report  on  Conformity  of 
Redevelopment  Plan  to  the 
Port's  Master  Plan 


Advisory 
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FIGURE  1 
LOCATION  MAP 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH 
REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 


3D.O 


South  Beach 
Sub-Area 


SOURCE:    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
1979,  City  Planning  Code;  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


FIGURE  2 

RINCON  POINT  -  SOUTH  BEACH 
REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 


III.  ALTERNATIVES 


Page  1 1 ,  Paragraph  1   The  phrase  "remodeling  of  the  Ferry  Building"  should  be  changed  to 
"the  restoration  and  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Ferry  Building  Complex". 

Page  13,  1st  Sentence  Change  the  word  "may"  to  "will". 

Page  13,  Paragraph  1  (following  "SOUTH  BEACH  LAND  USE")  The  following  sentences 
are  to  be  added:  "Water  area  located  within  the  Project  area  boundaries  north  of  Pier  40 
and  south  of  Pier46A  would  be  maintained  for  navigational  purposes."  and  "Access  from 
Berry  St.  to  the  Pier46A  ramp  may  be  retained." 

Page  17,  Paragraph  5  The  following  definition  of  intercept  parking  should  be  added  after 
the  first  sentence.  "Intercept  parking  is  parking  intended  to  intercept  commute  traffic 
that  is  destined  for  core  employment  areas,  such  as  downtown,  by  providing  parking  in 
locations  that  are  convenient  for  transferring  to  public  transit  or  that  are  within  walking 
distance  to  employment." 

Figures  3,  4,  5,  6  and  7  These  figures  have  been  revised  (to  show  Assessor's  Block 
numbers,  to  clarify  legends  and  proposed  transportation  changes,  and  to  label  The 
Embarcadero  roadway)  as  shown  on  the  following  five  pages. 

IV.     PROPOSED  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 

Page  27,  Paragraph  1  (Piers)  The  following  statement  is  to  be  added  to  the  discussion  of 
Pier  40:  "The  existing  decking  probably  would  be  retained,  and  the  existing  concrete  and 
wood  shed  may  be  removed  and  replaced  with  a  new  shedlike  structure." 

Page  27,  Paragraph  1  (Design  Considerations)  Replace  the  phrase  "Public  access  would  be 
provided"  with  "Public  access  may  be  provided"  in  the  discussion  of  the  breakwater. 

Page  27,  Paragraph  3  Include  the  following  under  the  discussion  of  General  Provisions: 

"Design  for  all  development  which  would  be  constructed  on  Port  lands  would  be 
reviewed  by  the  Director  of  the  Port  or  his  designee  prior  to  construction. 

"Residential  uses  proposed  for  Assessor's  Block?    ."73  and  3793  would  be  located  on 
State  land,  which  is  under  the  Port's  jurisdiction.  Under  state  law,  that  land  cannot 
be  sold  in  title  and  fee  and  must  be  held  by  lease  for  a  maximum  of  66  years. 

"Closure  of  certain  streets  in  the  Rincon Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area  would  be 
determined  after  approval  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
A  final  decision  to  close  streets  would  reguire  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  (DPW)  and  would  be  made  after  consultation  with  DPW  staff  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  proposed  closures.  Suggested  street  closures  should  be  considered  as 
tentative  and  not  as  a  final  feature  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan." 
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V.      ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTINGS,  PROBABLE  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 


MEASURES 


A.      LAND  USE 

Page  3 1   The  paragraph  below  should  be  added  to  the  Visual  and  Aesthetics  discussion. 

"Several  high-rise  buildings,  ranging  from  18  to  24  stories,  are  proposed  or  have  been 
approved  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  Proposed  buildings  include 
the  150  Spear  St.,  101  Mission  St.,  and  Spear/Main  St.  Buildings,  each  of  which  is 
proposed  for  18  stories;  and  the  24-story  315  Howard  St.  Building." 

Page  37,  Paragraph  4  The  phrase  "would  cause  the  present  heliport  on  Pier46A  to 
relocate"  should  be  changed  to  "may  cause  the  present  heliport  on  Pier46A  to  relocate". 

Page  39,  Paragraph  2  Change  the  Seawall  Lots  229  and  230  stated  in  the  first  sentence  to 
Seawall  Lots  329  and  330. 

Page  44,  Paragraph  1   In  the  first  sentence  remove  the  word  "and"  before  "a  lumber  yard," 
and  add  the  following  words:  "ship  repair  firms".  The  sentence,  "A  ship  service  and 
engineering  firm  is  located  at  Pier  40."  should  also  be  incorporated  into  this  paragraph. 

C.  SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS 

Page  47,  Paragraph  1   Add  the  sentence:  "There  is  a  transient  population  associated  with 
the  YMCA  Block  (Assessor's  Block  3715)  and  with  Justin  Herman  Plaza,  located  near  the 
Rincon  Point  sub-area  at  the  eastern  end  of  Market  St.,  opposite  The  Embarcadero." 

Page 49  Note  /6/  should  be  changed  to  "Refer  to  Note  18,  Section  V.E.,  Community 
Services,  p.  66." 

D.  FISCAL  ASPECTS 

Page  50,  Paragraph  2  The  first  4  sentences  of  this  paragraph  should  be  revised  as  shown 
below: 

"The  Port  of  San  Francisco  owns  0.98  acres  in  Rincon  Point  and  8.15  acres  in 
South  Beach,  plus  30.30  acres  of  open  water  and  15.25  acres  of  piers  in  the 
South  Beach  sub-area.  The  Port  does  not  pay  property  taxes;  however,  any  private 
concern  which  leases  Portland  pays  to  the  City  and  County  a  possessory  interest  tax 
on  the  parcels  and  on  any  privately  owned  unsecured  property.  This  tax  rate  is  the 
same  as  the  City  and  County  property  tax  rate.  The  1979-80  taxes  will  total  $6,800, 
with  an  estimated  $5,700  accruing  to  the  City  and  County,  not  including  possessory 
income  tax  generated  from  open  water  and  piers.  The  Port  is  a  City  agency  and 
receives  revenues  from  the  City's  General  Fund." 

Page  54  Incorporate  the  following  paragraph  into  the-discussion  of  public  service 
expenditures  (after  the  third  paragraph  on  the  page): 

"No  final  decision  has  been  made  as  to  what  agency  would  be  responsible  for  the 
costs  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  proposed  open  space;  the  current  concept  is 
that  the  City  Recreation  and  Park  Department  probably  would  be  responsible  for 
these  costs.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  had  to  decrease  its  park 
maintenance  personnel  over  the  past  three  years  because  of  severe  budget 
cut-backs;  it  indicates  that  current  staff  would  not  be  able  to  maintain  additional 
park  lands." 
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FIGURE  3 
ALTERNATIVE  A 
RINCON  POINT  SUB-AREA 


FIGURE  4 

ALTERNATIVE  A 

SOUTH  BEACH  SUB-AREA 


I 


FIGUKt  5 

CASK  2  SET  TING 


1 

.1 


FIGURE  6 

ALTERNATIVE  B 

RINCON  POINT  SUB-AREA 


FIGURE  7 

ALTERNATIVE  B 

SOUTH  BEACH  SUB-AREA 


Page  55,  Paragraph  3  The  following  mitigation  should  be  inserted  under 
Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A:  "The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  indicated  that  it 
would  be  willing  to  work  with  the  City  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  design 
low-maintenance  parks,  and  to  discuss  alternative  sources  of  funding  for  park  operation 
and  maintenance  which  have  been  developed  for  other  projects  in  the  City." 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Page  57,  Paragraphs  4  and  5  Since  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR/S,  Engine  No.  35  has 
relocated  to  the  Firehouse  at  Pier  22  1/2.  Accordingly,  change  the  phrase  "operates  3  fire 
stations"  to  "operates  2  fire  stations",  and  delete  item  "a)"  which  refers  to  Engine  No.  35. 
The  following  sentence  should  be  added  to  paragraph  5,  replacing  the  present  second 
sentence:  "Engine  No.  35,  previously  located  at  676  Howard  St.  moved  in  August  1980  to 
the  Firehouse  located  at  Pier  22  1/2." 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 

Page  67,  Incorporate  the  following  discussion  into  the  transportation  section,  preceding 
"TRANSPORTATION  SETTING":  " 

"INTRODUCTION 

The  following  transportation  analysis  is  based  primarily  on  the  methodology, 
assumptions  and  projections  used  in  the  1979  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey 
(NEWS)  Transportation  Technical  Reports.  That  set  of  reports  is  hereby 
incorporated  by  reference  into  the  Draft  EIR/S  and  is  available  for  public  review  at 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  939  Ellis  St.,  2nd  Floor.  The  NEWS 
Transportation  Technical  Reports  developed  future  transportation  setting 
information  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  area,  v/hich  includes  the  Rincon 
Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas.  The  reports  contain  estimates  of  transportation 
demands  generated  by  proposed  developments  within  the  NEWS  area  and  in  the 
project  vicinity;  predicted  increases  in  traffic  volumes  attributable  to  downtown  and 
regional  traffic  growth  were  also  included  in  these  estimates.  The  technical  reports 
also  examined  transportation  effects  of  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway, 
for  which  projected  changes  in  traffic  volumes  and  transit  demands  were  developed. 

"To  maintain  consistency  with  the  projections  developed  in  the  NEWS 
Transportation  Technical  Reports,  the  transportation  analyses  contain     in  this 
report  used  similar  methodology,  and  similar  base  data  (such  as  trip  generation 
factors,  future  traffic  growth  and  origin-destination  patterns)  for  describing  the 
transportation  setting  and  analyzing  transportation  impacts. 

"Cumulative  transportation  effects  are  included  in  the  tranportation  setting 
description,  which  accounts  for  projected  traffic  growth  attributable  to  proposed 
development  within  the  NEWS  survey  area  and  to  downtown  and  regional  traffic 
growth  in  the  project  vicinity." 

Page  67,  Paragraph  6  The  source  of  the  traffic  volume  figures  is  "CalTrans  1979  Traffic 
Volumes  for  California  State  Highways."  The  sentence:  "Approximately  71,000  vehicles 
per  day  use  the  Embarcadero  Freeway."  should  be  changed  to  read:  "In  1978, 
approximately  68,000  vehicles  per  day  used  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  (see  Figure  11,  p.  68 
of  the  Draft  EIR/S).  In  1979,  the  number  of  vehicles  using  the  Freeway  increased  to  about 
71,000  per  day." 

Page  68,  Figure  1 1   Volume  figures  are  indicated  as  being  average  daily  traffic  in  the 
legend. 
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Page  69,  Paragraph  1   Add:  "Normal  existing  levels  of  service  at  key  intersections  near 
the  Project  area  were  difficult  to  determine  during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIR/S 
because  of  construction  activities  in  the  project  vicinity  which  disrupted  normal  traffic 
patterns.  Any  traffic  counts  taken  at  that  time  would  have  shown  levels  of  service  for 
streets  whose  normal  flows  were  disrupted  by  construction,  and  not  the  actual  level  of 
service  for  the  unobstructed  street." 

Page  69,  Table  1 2  Include  as  a  note  to  the  table:  "The  trip-end  generation  factors  used 
for  office  and  retail  uses  are  based  upon  gross  area,  not  leasable  area.  As  gross  floor  area 
generally  exceeds  leasable  floor  area,  gross  area  generation  rates  would  tend  to  be  lower 
per  unit  of  area.  Also,  walking  and  bicycle  trip-ends  were  not  included,  and  only  primary 
destinations  (first  destination  in  the  area)  were  considered.  These  rates  are  comparable 
to  those  used  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  Transportation  Technical 
Reports." 

Page  7  1 ,  Paragraph  1  The  sentence:  "The  off-street  parking  supply  in  the  project  area  is 
fully  used  on  weekdays."  should  be  added  to  this  paragraph.  This  statement  is  based  upon 
the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  area  Transportation  Technical  Reports. 

Page  71 ,  Table  13,  Page  74,  Table  15;  and  Page  83,  Table  23  Add  the  following  note  to 
these  tables:  "The  total  number  of  person  trip-ends  is  greater  than  the  sum  of  transit  and 
vehicle  trip-ends  because  an  average  of  1.3  persons  would  be  riding  in  each  vehicle  (auto). 
In  other  words,  each  vehicle  trip-end  represents  1.3  person  trip-ends.  Pedestrian  and 
bicycle  trip-ends  were  not  included  in  trip  generation  estimates." 

Page  73,  Table  1 4  More-recent  data  on  origin-destination  distributions  in  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  area  are  not  available.  The  tabulated  data  were  also  used  in  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  Transportation  Technical  Reports,  allowing  for 
comparison  of  trip  distributions  for  the  land  uses  in  the  two  reports.  Newer  data  would 
not  provide  for  such  comparisons. 

As  office,  industrial  and  warehouse  uses  are  the  predominant  generators  of  trip-ends  in 
the  project  area  (14,227  trip-ends  out  of  a  total  of  14,619  trip-ends,  see  Table  13,  page  71), 
the  total  percentage  of  vehicle  and  transit  trips  for  each  origin/destination  are  roughly  in 
proportion  to  the  percentages  of  vehicle  and  transit  trips  associated  with  office/industrial 
warehouse  use.  (refer  to  the  first  column  of  Table  14). 

Table  14a  which  follows  on  p.  151  should  be  added  to  page  73  of  the  Draft  EIR/S,  following 
Table  14. 
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TABLE  14  a:      TRIP  ORIGIN  -  DESTINATION  DISTRIBUTION 
NORTHEASTERN  WATERFRONT  AREA 
Percent  of  Trips  for  All  Land  Uses 


Distant  Origin/ 
Destination 

Percent  of  Trips 

Auto 

Transit 

San  Francisco 

Cen  tr  al 

10 

90 

Marina  &.  NE 

36 

64 

Richmond 

35 

65 

Twin  Peaks  &  Sunset 

36 

64 

Mission/Hunters  Point 

30 

70 

San  Francisco  Total 

29.4 

70.6 

East  Bay 

67 

33 

Peninsula 

59 

41 

North  Bay 

67 

33 

TOTAL 

45.8 

54.2 

SOURCE:  J.  Warren  and  Associates  and  Environmental  Science  Associates. 


Page  77,  Paragraph  3  Until  recently,  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual  gave  practical  and 
possible  upper  limits  on  street  capacities  on  Levels  of  Service  D  and  E,  respectively. 
More  recent  editions  of  the  Manual  establish  only  an  "upper  limit"  for  street  capacity,  or, 
Level  of  Service  E.  As  was  done  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey's  Transportation 
Technical  Reports,  the  practical  upper  limit  (Level  of  Service  D)  represents  the  maximum 
capacity  under  which  traffic  would  maintain  flows  and  speeds  acceptable  to  most  drivers. 
To  define  traffic  levels  of  service  used  in  the  Draft  EIR/S,  Appendix  E,  Table  E-l  which 
follows  on  p.  152,  is  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Draft  EIR/S. 

Page  78,  Table  19  Add  the  following  note  to  Table  19:  "Traffic  volume  projections  for  the 
Project  area  were  derived  from  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS) 
Transportation  Technical  Reports.  The  NEWS  projections  were  adjusted  to  account  for 
variations  between  land  uses  proposed  for  the  Project  area  (sub-areas)  and  land  uses 
proposed  in  the  NEWS  study." 

Page  791_Pa_r_agraphi  1  (continued  from  p.  78)  Incorporate  the  following  paragraph  into  the 
transit  impact  discussion: 

"Data  concerning  projected  increases  in  MUNI  ridership  resulting  from  development 
of  the  proposed  project  are  analyzed  in  several  places.  Table  14,  p.  73  shows  the 
estimated  percent  of  transit  trips  from  each  generic  land  use  category  to  specific 
origin-destination  areas,  both  within  San  Francisco  and  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area. 
Table  15,  p.  74  and  Table  23,  p.  83  show  the  predicted  changes  in  transit  trip  ends  by 
land  use  in  the  two  project  sub-areas  that  would  occur  with  development  of  the 
proposed  project  under  Alternatives  A  and  B,  respectively.  Table  21,  p.  80  presents 
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APPENDIX  E 

TABLE  E-l:  TRAFFIC  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 


Level  of  Volume/Capacity 
Service   Description   v/c  Ratio* 

A     Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  of  free  flow,  with  0.60 
low  volumes  and  high  speeds.  Traffic  density  is  low,  with  speeds 
controlled  by  driver  desires,  speed  limits,  and  physical  road-way 
conditions.  There  is  little  or  no  restriction  in  maneu-verability  due 
to  the  presence  of  other  vehicles,  and  drivers  can  maintain  their 
desired  speeds  with  little  or  no  delay. 

B      Level  of  Service  B  is  in  the  zone  of  stable  flow,  with  0.61-0.70 
operating  speeds  beginning  to  be  restricted  somewhat  by  traffic 
conditions.  Drivers  still  have  reasonable  freedom  to  select  their  speed 
and  lane  of  operation.  Reductions  in  speed  are  not  unreasonable,  with  a 
low  probability  of  traffic  flow  being  restricted.  The  lower  limit  (lowest 
speed,  highest  volume)  of  this  level  of  service  has  been  associated  with 
service  volumes  used  in  the  design  of  rural  highways. 

C     Level  of  Service  C  is  still  in  the  zone  of  stable  flow,  but  0.71-0.80 
speeds  and  maneuverability  are  more  closely  controlled  by  the  higher 
volumes.  Most  of  the  drivers  are  restricted  in  their  freedom  to  select 
their  own  speed,  change  lanes,  or  pass.  A  relatively  satisfactory 
operating  speed  is  still  obtained,  with  service  volumes  perhaps  suitable 
for  urban  design  practice. 

D     Level  of  Service  D  approaches  unstable  flow,  with  tolerable  0.81-0.90 
operating  speeds  begin  maintained  though  considerably  affected  by 
changes  in  operating  conditions.  Fluctuations  in  volume  and 
temporary  restrictions  to  flow  may  cause  substantial  drops  in 
operating  speeds.  Drivers  have  little  freedom  to  maneuver,  and 
comfort  and  convenience  are  low,  but  conditions  can  be  tolerated  for 
short  periods  of  time. 

E      uevel  of  Service  E  cannot  be  described  by  speed  alone,  but  0.91-1.00 
represents  operations  at  even  lower  operating  speeds  than  in  Level  D, 
with  volumes  at  or  near  the  capacity  of  the  highway.  Flow  is  unstable, 
and  there  may  be  stoppages  of  momentary  duration. 

F      Level  of  Service  F  describes  forced  flow  operation  at  low  1.00 
speeds, where  volumes  are  below  capacity.  These  conditions  usually 
result  from  queues  of  vehicles  backing  up  from  a  restriction 
downstream.  Speeds  are  reduced  substantially  and  stoppages  may  occur 
for  short  or  long  periods  of  time  because  of  downstream  congestion.  In 
the  extreme,  both  speed  and  volume  can  drop  to  zero. 


♦These  volume-to-capacity  ratios  are  based  on  capacity  at  Level  of  Service  E.  For  capacity 
calculated  for  other  levels,  as  in  Table  20,  p.  99,  the  figures  should  be  adjusted  accordingly. 
For  example,  the  entries  in  Table  20  should  be  read  in  the  following  context: 
Level  A:     0.67;  B:  0.68  -  0.78;  C:  0.79  -  0.89;  D:  0.90  -  1 .00;  E:  1.00. 
SOURCE: 

Highway  Research  Board,  1965,  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Special  Report  87. 
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the  projected  transit  trip  distribution  from  the  proposed  project  to  regions  of  the 
Bay  Area.  It  is  not  possible  to  project  line-by-line  impacts  without  more  specific 
impacts  concerning  future  MUNI  plans  for  transit  lines,  and  without  more-specific 
data  concerning  project  uses  and  locations." 

Page  79,  Paragraph  2  The  increase  in  parking  demand  has  been  quantified  for  full 
development  as  proposed  for  each  sub-area  under  Alternatives  A  and  B.  Insert  the 
information  below  after  the  second  paragraph: 


TABLE  20a:  PROPOSED  PROJECT  PARKING  DEMAND  (by  spaces) 


Rincon  Point 

South  Beach 

Total 

Sub-Area 

Sub-Area 

Demand 

Alternative  A 

1524 

4685 

6209 

Alternative  B 

1132 

5900 

7032 

SOURCE:  J.  Warren  and  Associates 

Page  79,  Table  20  In  Table  20,  a  volume-to-capacity  ratio  of  less  than  1.0  represents 
operations  well  below  capacity  (Level  E);  some  residual  capacity  remains.  A 
volume-to-capacity  ratio  of  1.0  represents  operations  at  the  practical  upper  limit  of 
capacity.  A  ratio  of  greater  than  1.0  represents  operations  above  the  practical  limit,  or 
at  Level  of  Service  E  or  above  (see  also  Notes  for  page  77,  Paragraph  3,  and  Appendix  E, 
Table  E- 1 ,  p.  1  52  added  here). 

The  four  intersections  analyzed  were  selected,  after  consultation  with  The  Department  of 
Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering,  (meeting  with  S.  Schoaf,  May  30,  1980)  and 
were  intended  to  be  representative  of  operating  conditions  at  intersections  located  in  the 
Project  area.  Other  intersections  were  not  chosen  during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft 
EIR/S  because  of  construction  activities  in  the  project  area  which  disrupted  normal 
traffic  patterns.  Without  an  accurate  description  of  existing  traffic  conditions, 
projections  of  future  operating  conditions  at  intersections  in  the  Project  area  could  not  be 
developed  reliably. 

Page  80,  Paragraph  1   Expand  the  paragraph  with  the  following:  "An  8  to  10  year  buildout 
is  proposed  for  the  project  area.  Demolition  is  proposed  to  be  carried  out 
parcel-by-parcel,  and  no  area-wide  demolition  activities  are  proposed.  In  addition, 
proposed  uses  are  discussed  on  a  general  plan  level;  no  specific  structures  have  been 
proposed.  It  is  not  possible  to  quantify  the  impacts  that  construction  of  the  proposed 
project  would  have  on  traffic  without  more  definite  plans,  schedules  and  specifications." 

Page  8 1 ,  Paragraph  3  Add  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph:  "Traffic  volume  figures  CalTrans 
1979  Traffic  Volumes  for  California  State  Highways." 

Page  81,  Paragraph  4  Incorporate  the  following  sentences:  "The  NEWS  Transportation 
Technical  Reports,  Working  Paper  No.  2  describe  three  alternate  plans  for  freeway 
removal,  each  with  different  impacts  .  Without  a  specific  plan  for  freeway  removal,  more 
precise  information  concerning  effects  of  the  project  with  freeway  removal  cannot  be 
provided." 
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The  sentence  "See  also  Tables  18,  19,  and  20,  pp.  78  and  79."  should  be  changed  to  read 
"See  also  Table  17,  p.  77,  and  Tables  18  and  19,  p.  78." 

H.  NOISE 

Page  97  The  paragraph  which  follows  should  be  included  in  the  discussion  of 
Compatibility  with  Ambient  Noise  Levels. 

"The  federal  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  has  established 
a  day-night  average  sound  level  of  45  dB  as  a  goal  for  interior  environments 
(Section  51.101  (a)(9)  of  Title  24  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  effective 
August  13,  1979).  Existing  noise  levels  presented  in  Table  29  would  fall  into 
categories  of  "normally  unacceptable"  (above  56  dB  Ldn  but  not  exceeding  75  dB  Ldn) 
and  "unacceptable"  (above  75  dB  Ldn)  as  defined  by  Section  51.103  (c)  of  Title  24. 
Locating  housing  in  these  zones  would  reguire  special  approvals  and  environmental 
review,  and  incorporation  of  noise  attenuation  measures  into  building  construction 
(Section  51.104).  Reguirements  of  Title  24  are  similar  to  existing  state  and  local 
noise  regulations,  which  are  generally  modeled  on  federal  statutes." 

Page  1 0 1  Add  the  following  mitigation  measure  to  Alternative  A  Case  1  /  Case  2: 
"Title  24  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  would  reguire  special  approvals  and 
environmental  review,  and  constructional  noise  attenuation  for  noise  impacts  on 
residential  development  located  in  zones  with  'normally  unacceptable'  (above  56  dB  Ldn 
but  not  exceeding  75  dB  Ldn)  and  'unacceptable'  (above  75  dB  Ldn)  noise  level  categories." 

K.  HYDROLOGY 

Page  1 1 3  Incorporate  the  paragraph  shown  below  into  the  hydrology  setting: 

"No  part  of  San  Francisco  is  considered  to  be  in  a  flood  plain  zone,  and  a  flood 
hazard  map  has  not  been  issued  by  the  federal  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development./ 2/" 

Page  1 1  5  The  following  note  should  be  added  to  page  1 15:  /2/  J.  R.  Hunter,  Acting 
Federal  Insurance  Administrator,  letter  of  October  21,  1975  to  then  Mayor  Joseph  Alioto; 
and  H.  Lee,  Associate  Adminstrative  Engineer,  Finance  and  Administration,  Department 
of  Public  Works,  Clean  Water  Program,  telephone  commuhication,  October  24,  1980. 

M.      HISTORIC  AND  ARCHAEOLOGIC  ASPECTS 

Page  1 19  To  clarify  the  procedures  used  to  determine  buildings  stated  in  the  Draft  EIR/S 
as  being  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
the  following  discussion  is  to  be  incorporated  at  the  beginning  of  the  section  entitled 
"Buildings  Potentially  Eligible  for  the  National  Register": 

"Determination  of  historic  properties  planned  for  possible  retention  and 
rehabilitation,  and  determination  of  properties  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (National  Register)  were  derived  through 
two  separate,  independent  processes.  Selection  of  buildings  slated  for  preservation 
in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan  was  recommended  by  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Technical  Report,  which  was  a  joint  undertaking  by 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the  Port  of 
San  Francisco,  and  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (NEWAC). 
Buildings  discussed  as  being  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  were  determined  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  established  by  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Protection  of  Cultural  Resources 
pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  of  1966. 
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"There  are  a  number  of  identified  historic  and  architecturally  significant  properties 
located  within  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  area.  These  include  Hotel  Row,  the 
Hills  Brothers  Coffee  Plant,  and  the  Fireboat  house  at  Pier  22  1/2.  The  Draft  EIR/S 
discusses  only  those  properties  located  within  the  Project  area  and  its  peripheries 
which  were  found  to  be  on  or  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register;  the  Draft  EIR/S  is  not  intended  to  be  the  inventory  of  historic  and 
architecturally  significant  properties  required  by  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  in  order 
for  state  and  federal  agencies  to  make  a  determination  of  historical,  cultural  or 
architectural  significance.  An  inventory  of  historic  properties  within  and  adjacent 
to  the  Project  area  is  contained  in  R.  and  N.  Olmsted,  1978,  Preliminary  Survey  of 
Cultural  Resources:  Northeastern  Waterfront.  That  document  serves  as  the 
inventory  of  historic  and  architecturally  significant  properties  (required  by  Section 
106)  in  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas  and  was  used  to  identify 
properties  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register. 

"As  required  by  Section  106,  properties  within  the  redevelopment  Project  area,  and 
properties  outside  of  the  Project  area,  but  within  the  area  of  potential 
environmental  impact,  were  evaluated  for  National  Register  eligibility.  Properties 
outside  of  the  Project  area,  but  within  the  area  of  potential  environmental  impact, 
are  defined  in  the  EIR/S  as  properties  located  on  the  "peripheries"  of  the  Project 
area  which  is  determined  by  SHPO  as  within  one  city  lot  radius  from  a  project  area's 
boundaries." 

To  clarify  procedures  used  to  identify  properties  on  the  National  Register  and  procedures 
followed  to  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  the 
following  Appendix  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Draft  EIR/S: 

APPENDIX  F 

STATEMENT  OF  PROCEDURES:  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan 

Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects 


INTRODUCTION 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  of  1966  establishes 
measures  for  identifying,  assisting,  and  protecting  historic  properties  worthy  of 
preservation.  The  Act  defines  historic  properties  as  any  district,  site,  building,  structure, 
or  object  included  on  or  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(National  Register).  The  National  Register  is  the  nation's  official  inventory  of  properties 
worthy  of  preservation  for  significance  in  American  history,  architecture,  archaeology 
and  culture. 

The  National  Register  constitutes  a  list  of  properties  worthy  of  preservation,  not  a  list  of 
properties  which  must  be  preserved.  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966  requires  federal  agencies  to  take  into  account  the  effect  of  their  actions  on 
National  Register  properties.  Finding  a  property  eligible  does  not  mean  that  a  resource  is 
preserved  forever,  but  simply  that  the  property  should  be  worthy  of  planning  attention  and 
that  steps  should  be  taken  to  mitigate  any  potential  damages. 

The  Act  established  an  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  to  advise  the  President 
and  Congress  on  all  matters  concerning  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Program  and 
to  oversee  protective  features  of  Section  106  of  the  Act.  Pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  800, 
the  Council  has  published  guidelines  of  procedures  for  implementing  the  NHPA  of  1966. 
The  major  features  of  this  process  are  summarized  below. 
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APPENDIX  F  (continued) 


ADVISORY  COUNCIL  PROCEDURES 

Identify  Resources.  Properties  on  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  located  within  the 
area  of  a  project's  potential  environmental  impact  must  be  identified.  This  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  sponsoring  (undertaking)  agency  (Agency).  In  order  to  identify  known 
or  potential  resources  the  Agency  must  consult  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  (SHPO)  and  should  also  consult  with  state  and  local  governments,  and  private 
organizations.  Properties  should  be  identified  through  the  use  of:  a)  the  published 
"National  Register  of  Historic  Places",  b)  consultations  with  SHPO,  c)  public  records,  d) 
surveys,  and  e)  other  agencies  or  individuals  with  historic  and  cultural  listings  or 
information. 

Evaluate  Resources.   National  Register  criteria  must  be  applied  to  identify  historic 
properties  to  determine  resources'  potential  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register. 

Determination  of  Effect.  The  Agency  in  consultation  with  SHPO  applies  the  Council's 
criteria  of  effect  to  determine  whether  a  project  would  affect  any  property  on  or  eligible 
for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  within  the  area  of  potential  environmental 
impact.  If  the  agency  and  SHPO  agree  that  the  project  would  not  effect  National  Register 
properties,  a  determination  of  no  affect  may  be  filed  and  the  project  may  proceed.  When 
there  is  a  finding  of  adverse  effect,  the  agency  and  SHPO  consult  to  develop  mitigations 
to  lessen  the  impact  of  a  project  on  properties  included  on  or  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the 
National  Register. 

Memorandum  of  Agreement.  Upon  completion  of  these  steps,  a  preliminary  case  report 
must  be  prepared.  If  the  consulting  parties  are  able  to  agree  on  measures  to  avoid  or 
mitigate  adverse  effects,  they  subscribe  to  a  memorandum  of  agreement  which  stipulates 
how  the  project  would  be  carried  out. 

PROCEDURES  FOLLOWED  DURING  THE  PREPARATION  OF  THE  RINCON  POINT  - 
SOUTH  BEACH  DRAFT  EIR/S  PURSUANT  TO  CFR  36  SECTION  800 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA),  in  compliance  with  the  guidelines  of 
the  Advisory  Council,  completed  the  following  activities  in  preparation  of  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Envi     omental  Impact  Report/Statement  (EIR/S): 

Identify  Resources.  To  identify  resources  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Area, 
the  SFRA  contracted  with  Roger  and  Nancy  Olmsted  to  prepare  a  preliminary  survey  of 
historical/cultural  resources  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Area.  That 
document,  entitled  Preliminary  Survey  of  Historical  Cultural  Resources:  Northeastern 
Waterfront,  prepared  by  R.  and  N.  Olmsted,  resources  consultants,  identified  properties 
within  and  adjacent  to  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area  (sub-areas  of  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Area)  which  were  considered  to  be  historically  or 
architecturally  significant. 

Evaluate  Resources.  The  SFRA's  en\  ironmental  consultant  subcontracted  to  Mason 
Tillman  Associates  (MTA)  to  review  the  Preliminary  Survey  of  Cultural  Resources: 
Northeastern  Waterfront  in  order  to  1)  identify  properties  within  the  project  area  that 
were  on  or  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register,  and  2)  to  conduct 
a  preliminary  inventory  of  subsurface  resources  within  the  project  area.  MTA  contacted 
SHPO  and  Cabrillo  College  Resource  Center  to  determine  structures,  archaeological  sites 
and  places  within  the  Project  area  which  had  been  nominated  to  the  National  Register  or 
determined  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register. 
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MTA  also  contacted  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  to  determine  properties 
which  had  been  listed  by  the  Board  as  City  Landmarks  or  had  been  identified  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning's  architectural  survey  of  1976.  MTA  reviewed  SFRA  studies, 
maps  and  photographs  to  reconstruct  the  Project  area's  cultural  history  context. 
Archaeological  reports  from  Cabrillo  College  and  other  cultural  resource  reports,  both 
published  and  unpublished,  were  reviewed  to  identify  known  and  potential  archaeological 
sites  within  the  Project  area.  Available  geotechnical  reports  relevant  to  the  Project  area 
were  also  reviewed  to  determine  if  cultural  deposits  were  present.  Public  works  records 
of  improvements  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  private  companies  were 
reviewed  to  determine  the  extent  of  subsurface  disturbance. 

Determination  of  Effect.  MTA  applied  the  National  Register  criteria  to  previously 
identified  historic  and  architecturally  significant  properties  within  the  Project  area  and 
on  its  peripheries  (defined  by  SHPO  as  one  city  lot  radius  from  a  project's  boundaries)  to 
determine  their  eligibility  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register.  A  cultural  historical 
overview  study  was  recommended  to  identify  potential  archaeological  sites  and  sites 
associated  with  historic  places  and  events. 

The  Historic  and  Archaeolgic  section  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  is  currently  being  reviewed  by 
the  SFRA  in  consultation  with  SHPO.  Both  SFRA  and  SHPO  agreed  that  it  was  necessary 
to  conduct  a  cultural/  historical  overview  to  identify  possible  effects  on  historical 
resources  and  sites  associated  with  events  in  the  Project  area.  SFRA  has  agreed  to  use 
this  overview  study  to  identify  potentially  sensitive  archaeological  sites  in  the  Project 
area  as  well. 

Memorandum  of  Agreement.  On  the  basis  of  their  consultations  and  joint  review  of  the 
Draft  EIR/S,  SFRA  and  SHPO  are  currently  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  stipulating  the  agreed-upon  mitigations  to  protect  identified  and  potential 
cultural  resources  within  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area. 

M.  HISTORIC  AND  ARCHAEOLOGIC  ASPECTS  (continued) 

Page  1 19  Pier  42  and  the  seawall  along  The  Embarcadero  roadway  were  determined 
eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register.  Accordingly,  these  properties  will  be 
added,  following  the  last  paragraph  on  the  page,  to  the  list  of  properties  eligible  for  the 
National  Register. 

Page  1?  (preceding  "Places  and  Events")  Add  the  following  description  of  the  South  End 
Warehouse,  which  is  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register. 

"South  End  Warehouse,  635  Second  St.,  1905.  This  4-story  brick  building,  located 
outside  of  the  Project  area,  was  erected  in  the  same  block  as  Hooper's  South  End 
Grain  Warehouse.  The  building  fronts  on  Second  St.  and  has  a  rear  entrance  at 
40  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  (Japan)  St.  Its  significance  is  derived  primarily  from  its 
association  with  the  South  End  history  and  adjacent  buildings." 

Page  121,  Paragraph  2  ("Places  and  Events")  The  sentence  "No  historic  events  have  been 
recorded  within  the  redevelopment  Project  area"  refers  to  historic  events  which  have 
been  recorded  on  official  state,  federal  and  local  inventories.  Notable  historic  events 
such  as  Bloody  Thursday  occurred  in  the  Project  area;  however,  these  events  are  currently 
not  recorded  on  any  official  inventory.  For  clarification,  the  phrase  "on  official 
inventories"  should  be  added  to  the  first  sentence. 

Page  121,  Paragraph  5  The  address  shown  for  the  California  Warehouse  is  incorrect;  it 
should  be  changed  to  675  Second  St.  Also  delete  the  phrase  "fronts  on  Japan  St.,  which  is 
now  Colin  P.  Kelly,  Jr.  St."  and  insert  the  words  "fronts  on  Second  St." 


157 


Page  122,  Paragraph  1  (continued  from  p.  1 2 1 )  The  use  of  the  word  "notable"  in  the 
discussion  of  the  presence  of  Chinese  in  Project  area  is  not  intended  to  connotate 
hierarchy  or  relative  importance.  Instead,  it  was  intended  to  acknowledge  another 
dimension  of  culture  in  the  Project  area  which  is  often  disregarded  in  historical  accounts 
of  the  Project  area  for  the  19th  century.  To  avoid  misinterpretation  of  the  relative 
importance  of  historical  events  in  the  Project  area,  the  phrase  "where  the  Chinese 
presence,  in  particular,  was  notable"  should  be  deleted  from  the  first  sentence  on  p.  122  of 
the  Draft  EIR/S. 

Page  122,  Paragraph  4  Add  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  discussion  "Buildings 
Potentially  Eligible  for  the  National  Register": 

"As  a  result  of  recommendations  from  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey 
Technical  Report,  the  restaurant  located  in  a  ship  on  the  seawall  between  Piers  42 
and  44,  and  the  ILWU  building  would  be  retained  in  the  proposed  Redevelopment 
Plan.  These  properties  were  not  found  to  be  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to 
the  National  Register." 

VI.  SUMMARY  OF  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Page  128,  Section  C.  Change  end  of  sentence  to  "...Section  B,  above." 

X.  REPORT  AUTHORS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 

Page  138,  EIR  AUTHORS  Add: 

"Department  of  City  Planning 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  319 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Alec  Bash 
Project  Coordinator:  Gerald  Owyang 
(415)  552-1134 
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TENANTS  &  OWNERS  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 


•  COMMON  SENSE  FOR  THE  COMMON  MAN  • 


PHONE:  (415)  543-3774 


177  JESSIE  STREET 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94105 


COMMENT  NO.  2 


Peter  Mendelsohn,  President 

John  Elberllng,  Director 

Sandy  Marks,  Assistant  Director 


Tom  Conrad 

Chief  of  Planning 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

939  Ellis  St. 

San  Francisco,  Ca.  94109 


HUG  2*  aM 


August  25,  1980 


RE:  DEIR/S  of  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan 


Dear  Tom: 


ems;  Just  received  my  copy,  and  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  formal 

comments  on  behalf  of  T0DC0,  indepent  of  advisory  committee  review. 

From  our  viewpoint,  the  DEIR/S  insufficiently  addresses  the 
questions  of  impact  and  mitigation  of  the  project  on  the  South 
Park  area.  I  might  add  we  are  now  a  property  owner  there,  having 
purchased  the  Parkview  Hotel,  102  South  Park  Ave.,  this  month. 

A  Some  detailed  analysis  relating  to  South  Park  -  its  housing, 

demographics,  income  levels,  etc.  -  should  be  included  in  both 
the  "Social  and  Employement  Characteristics"  and  "Growth  Inducement" 
sections.  Particularly  important  for  the  latter  is  an  analysis  of 
the  economic  impact  on  property  values  and  building  use  conversion 
in  South  Park  and  other  areas  (basically  Second  St.)  adjacent  to 
the  South  Beach  area. 

In  fact,  we  all  know  there  will  be  major  impacts. 

There  certainly  are  mitigation  measures  we  wish  to  see  included 
relating  to  South  Park: 

B  l.  Giving  a  priority  for  the  occupany  of  the  project's  low/mod 

housing  to  South  Park  households  displaced  by  rent  increases  resulting 
from  the  property  value  increase  impacts  or  buidling  use  conversions 
resulting  from  project  growth  inducement. 

C  2.  To  assist  in  limiting  such  displacement,  inclusion  of  the 

South  Park  area  in  the  overall  Neighborhood  Strategy  Area  established 
in  conjunction  with  the  redevelopment  project,  to  make  the  various 
NSA  low-income  housing  assistance  programs  available  there,  as  well 
as  other  associated  public  improvement  and  social  services. 

I  am  asking  this  now,  well  in  advance  of  the  public  hearing,  with 
the  hope  that  additions  can  be  prepared  prior  to  that  hearing  in  order 
to  save  us  from  what  may  be  a  lengthy  discussion  at  that  point. 


Sfi  ncerely , 
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cc:  advisory  committee 


John  Elberling 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  NO.  2  (Tenants  &  Owners  Development  Corporation,  TODCO) 


Items: 

A.      The  following  information  concerning  potential  effects  of  the  Project  on  the  South 
Park  neighborhood  is  hereby  incorporated  into  the  Social  Characteristics  section  on 
pp.  47-49  and  into  the  Growth  Inducement  section  on  pp.  125-126  of  the  Draft  EIR/S: 

SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS  SETTING 

South  Park  is  a  small,  isolated  residential  community,  located  near  the  South  Beach 
sub-area  at  South  Park  Ave.  and  Second  St.  It  is  difficult  to  obtain  useful  published 
data  concerning  the  socio-economic  and  ethnic  characteristics  of  the  South  Park 
neighborhood.  Population  characteristics  information  contained  in  the  most 
recently  published  U.S.  Census  report  (1970)  was  not  useful  because  data  cannot  be 
disaggregated  sufficiently  to  accurately  describe  small  areas  such  as  South  Park, 
which  is  about  one  city  block.  Neighborhood  information  published  by  the  City 
Planning  Department  for  the  South-of-Market  area  also  did  not  contain  specific 
information  about  the  South  Park  neighborhood.  The  City  Planning  Department 
indicates  that  the  neighborhood  has  been  described  as  low-income,  but  is  currently 
changing  so  that  generalizations  about  the  neighborhood's  character  are  difficult  to 
make.  A  spokesperson  for  the  Department  did  indicate  that  housing  prices  in  the 
neighborhood  were  affordable,  but  as  in  other  parts  of  the  City,  they  appear  to  be 
rising.  (C.  Haw,  Planner,  Department  of  City  Planning,  telephone  communication, 
October  24, 1980). 

SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS  IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Impacts  -  Alternative  A 
Case  1  /  Case  2 

Proposed  redevelopment  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  particularly  the  introduction 
of  market-rate  housing  and  commercial  retail  and  office  uses,  could  indirectly 
affect  the  ethnic  mix,  income  levels,  and  tenancy  patterns  of  residents  in  the 
South  Park  neighborhood.  New  developments  would  tend  to  increase  property  values 
and  encourage  the  conversion  of  existing  low-intensity  warehouse  uses  to 
high-intensity  commercial  uses.  Overall,  these  effects  may  put  pressure  on  the 
South  Park  neighborhood  for  replacing  existing  homes  with  new  higher-density  and 
nigher-priced  residential  and/or  commercial  development  in  the  future. 

Residents  of  the  proposed  moderate-income  units  and  market-rate  units  would  have 
household  income  ranging  from  $19,040  to  $50,000  or  more  (1980  dollars)  and  would 
be  expected  to  have  higher  household  incomes  than  existing  South  Park  residents. 

Impacts  -  Alternative  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

In  this  alternative,  there  could  be  more  pressure  than  in  Alternative  A  for 
replacement  of  residences  in  the  South  Park  neighborhood  with  higher-intensity 
residential  and  commercial  uses. 
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Alternative  C 


Existing  land  use  and  social  characteristics  trends  in  the  South  Park  neighborhood 
would  remain  in  this  alternative. 

GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

Alternative  A 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

To  the  extent  that  the  Project  would  increase  property  values,  encourage  conversion 
of  low-intensity  uses  to  high-intensity  uses  and  increase  the  demand  for  land  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  it  would  be  considered  to  have  growth-inducing 
effects  on  the  South  Park  neighborhood. 

Alternative  B 

Case  1  /  Case  2 

Growth  inducing  effects  on  the  South  Park  neighborhood  would  be  similar,  but  more 
intense  than  in  Alternative  A. 

B.  The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  does  not  have  any  legal  authority  to  give 
special  priority  to  South  Park  households  for  occupancy  of  proposed  low-  and 
moderate-income  units  that  would  be  constructed  as  part  of  the  Project. 
Mechanisms  for  providing  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  in  the  Project  area  are 
yet  to  be  finalized;  a  number  of  local,  state  and  federal  programs  would  be  available 
including  Section  8  rent  assistance  programs  and  low-interest-rate  mortgage 
assistance  programs.  South  Park  residents  would  qualify  for  subsidized  housing  in 
the  Project  area  under  the  same  conditions  as  other  San  Francisco  residents. 

C.  The  South  Park  neighborhood  was  not  included  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Survey  area  and  is  therefore  not  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment 
Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas.  As  stated  above  in  Item  B, 
low-income  housing  assistance  would  be  available  to  South  Park  residents  just  as  it 
would  be  to  other  residents. 
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SPNED-  EA 


SAN  FRANCISCO  DISTRICT,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
211  MAIN  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94105 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


Thomas  G.  Conrad,  Chief 
Planning,  Housing  and  Programming 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


1  2  SEP  W) 


COMMENT  NO.  3 


Dear  Mr.  Conrad: 

We  are  writing  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR/S  for  the 
Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Proposed  Redevelopment  Plan. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  400-slip  marina,  including  removal  of  existing  Piers 
42,  44,  and  46A,  will  require  Department  of  the  Army  authorization  under  Section  10 
of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1899  and/or  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
Alteration  of  any  existing  bulkheads  or  other  waterfront  structures  may  also  require 
Department  of  the  Army  authorization.     A  copy  of  our  pamphlet,   "U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  Permit  Program,  A  Guide  for  Applicants",   is  inclosed.     For  additional  in- 
formation on  permit  requirements,  please  contact  our  Regulatory  Functions  Branch  at 


We  understand  that  your  agency  intends  to  prepare  a  more  specific  EIR  or  Supplemental 
EIR  addressing  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  marina  and  its  support  facilities  when 
more  detailed  project  plans  are  available.     If  iu  appears  that  a  Federal  EIS  may  be 
required  as  part  of  the  review  of  an  application  for  a  Department  of  the  Army  permit 
for  the  marina,  the  preparation  of  a  joint  EIR/EIS  document  may  be  prudent.  We 
suggest  that  your  agency  contact  the  Corps  prior  to  the  initiation  of  an  EIR  for  the 
marina  so  that  the  need  for  a  joint  Federal/State  documentation  can  be  considered. 

The  subject  DEIR/S  addresses  our  present  concerns  regarding  the  proposed  project. 
The  proposed  redevelopment  plan  will  not  affect  any  Corps  project  or  study. 

Thank  you  for  including  us  in  your  review  process. 


(415)  556-5966. 


1  Cnclosure 
As  stated 


Sincerely , 


ROD  CHISHOLM 


Chief,  Management  and  Services  Section 
Environmental  Branch 
(415)  556-5412 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  NO.  3  (Army  Corps  of  Engineers) 


Items: 


A.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  seek  all  necessary  permits  and  approvals  for 
authorization  to  construct  the  marina  from  the  Department  of  the  Army,  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

B.  As  stated  on  page  1 14  of  the  Draft  EIR/S: 


"During  the  preliminary  design  of  the  marina,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
hire  a  gualified  hydrologist  to  conduct  a  detailed  study  of  the  potential  impact 
of  the  marina  on  currents,  sedimentation,  and  erosion.  This  study  would  address 
potential  adverse  impacts  and  irreversible  changes  to  the  Bay  caused  by 
construction  of  the  marina  and  would  provide  specific  recommendations 
regarding  the  design  and  construction  of  the  marina  to  reduce  the  identified 
adverse  impacts.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  prepare  the  final  design  of 
the  marina  based  on  the  findings  of  that  study." 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consult  with  the  Army  Corps  during  the  preparation  of 
this  study  and,  if  reguired,  would  prepare  a  supplemental  EIR/S  based  on  the  findings  of 
the  study. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


EDMUND  G.  BROWN  JR.,  Governor 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 

30  VAN  NESS  AVENUE  5t» 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 
PHONE:  557-3686 


COMMENT  NO.  4 


September  2k,  I98O 


San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  9^109 


ATTENTION:     Thomas  Conrad 

SUBJECT:     Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan  Draft  EIS/EIR 


Gentlemen: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  (EIS)  and  report  (EIR)  for  the  redevelopment  plan  for  the 
Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  area  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
The  Commission  has  not  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  proposed  project, 
but  the  staff  has  reviewed  it  in  light  of  the  McAteer-Petris  Act,  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Plan,  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1  for  the  San  Francisco 
Waterfront  (SAP)  and  the  Total  Design  Plan  (TDP)  for  Piers  7  through  2h 
and  has  the  following  comments: 

Redevelopment  Plan 

3ms: 

The    project    in  this  case  is  a  plan,  not  a  project  to  be  developed. 
The  draft  states  that  the  redevelopment  plan  is  in  conformance  with  all 
pertinent  plans  and  policies  including  the  SAP  and  the  TDP.    The  documentation 
appears  to  support  this  contention.     However,  there  are  numerous  instances 
where  the  redevelopment  plan  will  rely  on  judgements  made  by  various  local 
officials  in  the  future  when  an  actual  project  is  proposed  to  assure  that 
the  intent  of  all  prior  planning  will  be  carried  out.    When  a  project  is 
A        proposed  within  BCDC  jurisdiction,  redevelopment  officials  should  refer 
developers  to  BCDC  at  an  early  date  so  that  the  actual  project  can  be 
measured  against  the  BCDC  approved  plans  by  Commission  staff.     Such  a 
review  should  occur  to  assure  that  everyone  is  interpreting  the  TDP  and 
SAP  the  same  way.     BCDC  is  particularly  concerned  about  the  provision  of 
public  access  along  the  shoreline.    Development  plans  should  provide 
ample  public  access. 


Commission  Resolution 


Commission  Resolution  80-1  (copy  enclosed)  is  the  formal  mechanism 
by  which  the  Bay  Commission  incorporated  the  TDP  into  its  formal  plans 
for  the  San  Francisco  waterfront.    The  resolution  includes  a  number  of 
changes  in  the  document  approved  by  the  City..  These  changes  should  be 
reviewed  in  the  final  EIR/EIS  to  assure  that  there  are  no  conflicts  with 
the  redevelopment  plan,  particularly  with  parking  on  piers  or  mooring 
old  ferryboats. 
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San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency- 
South  Beach  Plan  Draft  EIS/EIR 
Page  2 


Marina 


3 


A  hOO  berth  marina  is  proposed  for  the  area  now  occupied  by  Piers  hO 
through  k6A.     The  EIS/EIR  does  contain  some  information  about  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  marina.    However,  BCDC  staff  believes  this  information  should 
be  augmented  with  additional  information  on  the  impacts  of  use  of  the  marina. 
For  example,  parking  for  the  marina  should  be  analyzed  as  should  the  impacts 
of  uses  ancilliary  to  the  marina.    A  concentration  of  pleasure  boats  in  this 
area  could  have  impacts  on  nearby  maritime  uses.     Siltation  within  the  basin 
to  be  created  for  the  marina  should  be  analyzed. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  plan.     v,Te  will  look 
forward  to  seeing  the  final  document  and  the  actual  project  to  follow. 


FRANK  R.  BROADHEAD 
Staff  Counsel 


Enclosure 


FRB/lp 


cc : 


State  Clearing  House 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  San  Francisco    9^102  557  -  3686 


RESOLUTION  NO.  80-1 

Adopting  the  Total  Design  Plan  for  the 
San  Francisco  Waterfront 


WHEREAS,  on  March  10,  1980,  the  "Total  Design  Plan  —  Pier  7  through 
Pier  21*"  was  transmitted  to  the  Commission  by  the  Mayor  of  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Total  Design  Plan  had  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  on  January  9,  1980,  and  by  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning 
Commission  on  January  31 i  1980;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Total  Design  Plan  is  the  product  of  a  planning  effort 
undertaken  by  the  staff  of  the  Planning  Commission,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
and  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  and  by  members  of  the  broadly-based  Northeastern 
Waterfront  Advisory  Committee;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  joint  planning  effort  to  prepare  the  Total  Design  Plan  was 
undertaken  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  in  order  to  provide 
policies  and  guidelines  for  the  development  of  the  area  between  Pier  7  and 
Pi'?"       that  are  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  San  Francisco's  "Plan  for 
the  Northeast  Waterfront"  and  of  "Special  Area  Plan  No.  1:    San  Francisco 
V.-  " -"front, n  as  amended  January  20,  1977,  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
7_.  ;::-vation  and  Development  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  conducted  a  public  hearing  on  the  Total  Design 
F.Q.'.  oil  May  1,  1980,  and  received  public  expressions  of  general  support  and 
ajj-roval  of  the  Total  Design  Plan  at  that  time;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commissior  *inds  the  Total  Design  Plan  does  provide  the 
basis  for  the  regulation  of  development  of  the  area  within  the  Commission's 
jurisdiction  lying  between  Pier  7  through  Pier  2k,  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  "Special  Area  Plan  No.  1:    San  Francisco  Waterfront,"  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Plan  and  the  McAteer-Petris  Act;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  through  its  official 
agencies,  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission, 
has  by  preparation  and  adoption  of  the  Total  Design  Plan  committed  itself  to 
carrying  out  the  general  and  specific  proposals,  guidelines  and  criteria  set 
forth  therein;  and 
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WHEREAS,  the  Total  Design  Plan  does  not  specify  the  precise  type, 
location,  and  amount  of  office  use,  and  general  purpose  office  space  is  not  a 
use  consistent  with  the  trusts  under  which  the  City  holds  the  lands  granted  to 
it  by  the  State;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  is  authorized  "by  paragraph  6 
of  section  3  of  chapter  1333  of  the  Statutes  of  1968,  as  amended  by  chapter 
H22  of  the  Statutes  of  1975,  to  determine  that  portions  of  the  granted  lands 
proposed  for  lease  and  not  required  for  such  uses  and  that  such  portions  may 
be  leased  for  purposes  that  the  Port  Commission  finds  are  in  the  public 
interest;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  Design  Review  Board,  at  its  meeting  of  May  19, 
1980,  agreed  that  in  order  to  avoid  piecemeal  development  of  the  waterfront, 
the  Port  or  appropriate  agency  could  develop  detailed  design  criteria  for  the 
Waterfront  and  suggested  that  the  staff  work  with  the  appropriate  agencies  to 
develop  such  criteria;  and 

WHEREAS,  upon  completion  of  the  public  hearing,  the  Commission  approved 
the  following  modifications  to  the  Total  Design  Plan  (additions  are  underlined 
and  deletions  are  lined  out): 

1.  Page  2,  Guideline  "A. 9."    Add  the  following  to  the  end  of  the  first 
sentence:     "...wider  where  existing  structures  permit,  thereby 
creating  a  variety  of  usable  open  spaces  along  the  edge  of  the 
piers. " 

2.  Page  2,  After  Guideline  "A. 14."    Add  new  guideline  as  follows: 

"15 .    Provide  adequate  and  accessible  restroom  facilities  along  the 
waterf  ront . 

3.  Page  6,  Guideline  "C.l.  Pier  7."    Edit  the  fifth  and  sixth  sentences 
into  one  sentence,  and  add  a  new  sixth  sentence  as  follows:  "If 
Pier  3  is  developed  or  proposed  to  be  developed  for  offices,  rebuild 
Pier  7  Develop  Pier  ¥iqp  -3-  until  Fi-er  3-  is-  rebuilt-)  for  open 
space,  public  recreation  and  public  access  i'or  users  of  all  age 
groups.    Until  Pier  ]_  is  rebuilt  for  open  space/recreation  purposes , 
develop  Pier  3  as  temporary  open  space. " 

U.    Page  6,  Guideline  "3.  Pier  3."    Modify  the  first  sentence  of  the 
second  paragraph  as  follows:    "i-f  After  Pier  7  is  rebuilt  and 
developed  for  open  space,  construct  a  two-story  shed-like  structure 
on  Pier  3  for  office  and  community  facility  use..." 

5.    Page  7,  Guideline  "3.  Pier  3"  (Continued).    Modify  the  last  sentence 
of  the  paragraph  preceding  the  table  on  Historic  Ships  as  follows: 
"Temporarily  moor  up  to  two  commercial  recreation  historic  ships 
4rhe-  smrtrta  side  -ef  at  Pier  3  with  permanent  mooring  at  Pier  24." 
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6.  Page  7,  Guideline  "3.  Pier  3"  (Continued).    Delete  the  following 
from  the  Historic  Ships  table:     "florth  aide. .  .&oufrh  s±4e*. ..." 

7.  Page  7,  Guideline  "3.  Pier  3."  (Continued).    Delete  the  following 
from  the  "Historic  Ships"  table,  under  "Klamath  or  other  office 
oriented  historic  ship":     *P ublie  aooooo     «e  te«e  khan  ? ;500  »i f ■ 

8.  Page  9,  Guideline  "  7.  Ferry  Building."    Add  the  following  sentence 
after  the  first  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph:     "If  feasible, 
provide  a  connection  between  the  existing  elevated  walkway  at  the 
Golden  Gate  Ferry  Terminal  and  the  Ferry  Building. " 

9.  Page  9,  Guideline  "9.  Between  Agriculture  Building  and  Pier  24." 
Delete  the  underlined  portion  of  the  sentence  in  the  second 
paragraph  which  was  also  deleted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission: 
". .  .provided  that  -a-  aeohanisa  iha-fc  ppoteote  -the-  Port »  b  financial 
Interest  «a-a  be  developed. " 

10.  Page  10,  Guideline  "10.  Pier  24."    In  the  table  modify  the  line 
relative  to  parking  as  follows:    "Short-term  ancillary  parking  up_ 
to  175  spaces  or  up_  to  50,000  s.f." 

11.  Page  12,  Item  "D.  Transportation."    Modify  the  fourth  and  fifth 
paragraphs  as  follows: 

"City  agencies  are  studying  the  feasibility  of  completely  removing 
the  Embarcadero  Freeway  from  1-80  to  Broadway  and  extending  certain 
MUNI  lines  including  the  California  Street  cable  car  to  the  Ferry 
Building.    Comploto  removal,  44"  othor  transportation  Mitigation 
aoaouroo  sn»e  possible ,  would  be  doeirable  £■»  do- emphasising  the 
Egbaroadopo  corridor  ae  -e-  pogional  W»affio  oorrior  -a«4  freeing  aa  jor 
paroolo  ef  land  £e?  bopo  of f oetivo  development  and  increased  open 
spaoo. 

"If  the  freeway  oannot  -be- ^s  not  removed  in  the  near  future, 
landscaping,  acoustical  and  visual  treatments  for  improving  the 
appearance  and  reducing  the  impact  of  the  elevated  structure  are 
recommended. " 

12.  Page  14,  Item  "E.  Parking."    Add  the  following  table  at  the  end  of 
the  section  to  clarify  the  overall  parking  proposal: 


NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission  adopts  the  "Total  Design  Plan  —  Pier  7  through  Pier 
24,"  as  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  on  January  9»  1980,  and 


Pier  1 
Pier  24 


up  to  400  spaces 
up  to  175  spaces 


TOTAL 


up  to  575  spaces 


168 


-4- 


by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  January  31 ,  1980,  and  with  the 
modifications  listed  above,  as  the  detailed  plan  for  the  area  lying  within  the 
Commission's  Jurisdiction  between  the  subject  piers  designated;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  future  proposed  development  in  the  area  of 
the  Total  Design  Plan  will  be  required  to  meet  the  general  and  specific 
policies,  guidelines  and  criteria  of  the  Total  Design  Plan  consistent  with 
"San  Francisco  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1:    San  Francisco  Waterfront,"  as  amended 
January  20,  1977,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan  and  the  McAteer-Petris  Act;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  any  proposed  changes  or  amendments  to  the 
Total  Design  Plan  herein  approved  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  Commission 
procedures  and  regulations  set  forth  for  amendment  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Plan;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  prior  to  the  submission  of  any  permit 
application  to  the  Commission  involving  general  purpose  office  space,  the  San 
Francisco  Port  Commission  shall  consider  such  office  space  with  reference  to 
(1)  its  obligation  to  further  the  trust  purposes  set  forth  in  the  City's  grant 
from  the  State,  and  (2)  the  determination  and  finding  required  by  pargraph  6 
of  Section  3  of  its  grant;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  the  Commission  expresses  its  appreciation  for 
preparation  of  the  Total  Design  Plan  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
its  City  Planning  Commission,  Port  Commission  and  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
their  staffs,  to  the  members  of  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee 
and  in  particular  to  Mrs.  Joseph  C.  Cuneo  who  represented  the  Commission  as  a 
member  of  that  Committee. 


We  hereby  certify  that: 

The  foregoing  Resolution  was  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  June  5,  1980,  by  a 
vote  of  21  affirmative,  0  negative,  and  1  abstention. 


JOSEPH  C.  HOUGHTELING 
Chairman 


MICHAEL  B.  WILMAR 
Executive  Director 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  NO.  4  (Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission) 
Items: 

A.  The  following  mitigation  measure  is  to  be  added  to  p.  1 14  of  the  Draft  EIR/S: 

"The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  all  developers,  when  appropriate,  to 
consult  with  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  to  ensure 
that  proposed  projects  conform  with  BCDC  plans,  policies,  and  requirements, 
particularly  with  regard  to  public  access." 

B.  The  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  does  not  specify  the  precise  location  of  parking 
to  be  provided  for  the  marina.  Without  information  concerning  the  location  and 
number  of  parking  spaces,  impacts  of  marina  parking  cannot  be  assessed. 

The  proposed  marina  is  not  intended  to  replace  or  change  the  character  of  existing 
maritime  uses  in  the  Project  area  by  developing  an  exclusively  recreational  and 
pleasure  boating  facility.  One  example  of  this  intent  is  the  proposed  retention  of 
Pier  40  for  ancillary  services  including,  but  not  limited  to,  boat  building  and  repair 
facilities,  dry  dock  storage,  sail  making,  and  ship  chandlery. 

The  effects  of  siltation  would  be  analyzed  in  the  proposed  study  of  the  marina 
discussed  in  Response  "B"  to  Comment  No.  3  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  precedin 
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COMMENT  NO.  5 

Mr.   Thomas  G.  Conrad 
S.F.   Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,   CA  94109 


Re:         DEIR/S  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan 
State  Clearinghouse  No.  80061703 

Dear  Mr.  Conrad: 

We  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  document  and 
offer  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

The  basic  air  quality  issue  posed  by  this  develop- 
ment proposal  is  one  that  evolves  from  the  addition  of 
new  workspaces  in  a  geographic  area  for  which  transporta- 
tion corridors  are  already  at  capacity.     The  development 
will  generate  additional  vehicle  trips  and  consequent 
air  pollutants  because  of  intensified  traffic  congestion. 

This  DEIR  does  adequately  recognize  the  impact  of 
the  development  proposals  in  terms  of  both  transportation 
and  consequent  air  quality  deterioration.     The  DEIR  should, 
however,   include  under  mitigation  measures  for  air  quality 
a  provision  for  the  delay  of  this  entire  redevelopment 
proposal  until  transportation  facilities  are  capable  of 
adequately  serving  a  development  of  this  scale.     Also,  the 
issue  of  air  quality  should  be  addressed  in  an  overall 
study  of  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  freeway.     We  assume 
such  a  study  will  be  undertaken  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
in  the  near  future.     This  specific  redevelopment  area  would 
be  included  in  the  larger  study. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments 
please  contact  Ron  Heglin,   Planner,   in  our  offices. 


Sincerely 


Milton  Feldstein 
Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 


MF  :  ey 

cc:   Jerry  Owyang 
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939  ELLIS  STREET   •    SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94109    •    (415)771  6000 


RESPONSE  NO.  5  (Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  BAAQMD) 


Items: 

A.  As  noted  in  Responses  "B"  to  CalTrans  Comment  No.  6,  which  follows,  the  project 
would  add  vehicular  traffic  to  a  transportation  network  in  which  some  links  are 
already  at  capacity.  The  resulting  intensified  traffic  congestion  would  mean  that 
for  every  project  and  non-project  trip  experiencing  that  congestion,  the  total 
emissions  of  pollutants  for  the  trip  would  be  greater  than  they  would  under 
uncongested  conditions.  This  follows  because  per-mile  emissions  of  most  vehicular 
pollutants  increase  as  vehicle  speed  drops;  when  traffic  is  at  a  standstill,  emissions 
continue  and  concentrate  at  the  point  of  congestion.  There  is  no  question, 
therefore,  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  significant  adverse  transportation 
and  air  quality  impacts.  As  paragraph  3  of  the  BAAQMD  comment  points  out,  the 
Draft  EIR/S  could  include  under  mitigation  measures  for  air  quality  (and,  it  should 
be  added,  for  transportation)  a  provision  for  the  delay  of  the  entire  redevelopment 
proposal  until  transportation  facilities  are  capable  of  adequately  serving  a 
development  of  this  scale.  Implementation  of  such  a  measure  could  be  done  only  by 
City  and  Redevelopment  Agency  decision  makers  as  they  would  be  the  ones  who 
would  have  to  decide  whether  the  suggested  mitigation  measure  is  indeed  feasible. 
This  combined  traff ic/air-quality  issue  should  be  the  major  consideration  in  the 
Statement  of  Findings  to  be  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  by  those  decision 
makers. 

B.  As  the  comment  states,  air-quality  impacts  that  would  be  associated  with  the 
removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  be  subject  to  full  environmental  impact 
analyses  under  state  and  federal  laws.  The  air-quality  effects  of  the  proposed 
Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan,  if  approved,  would  be  included  in 
any  such  future  analyses. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA — BUSINESS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  AGENCY 


EDMUND  G.  MOWN  JR..  Go>*rw 


P.O.  BOX  3366,  RINCON  ANNEX 
SAN  FRANCISCO  94119 
(415)  557-1840 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


October  10,  1980 


COMMENT  NO.  6 


04-SF-80,  280,  480 
SCH  #80082604 


Mr.  Thomas  G.  Conrad,  Chief 
Planning,  Housing  and  Programming 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Dear  Mr.  Conrad: 

Subject:     Caltrans  District  4  comments  on  the  DEIR  for  Rincon  Point- 
ems:  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan. 

A       The  project  generated  traffic  will  add  to  existing  AM  and  PM  peak 

period  congestion  on  State  highways  in  San  Francisco.     The  enormity 
of  the  traffic  impacts,  particulary  Case  2,  does  not  disclose 
effects  of  possible  traffic  backup  onto  the  freeways  themselves  due 
to  ramp  overloads  attendent  to  project  traffic,  downstream  inter- 
section capacity  deficiencies  and  requirements  for  increased  ramp 
capacity  that  includes  need  and  fundability.     It  is  understood  that 
a  generic  approach  was  used  to  prepare  the  document;   however,   it  is 
believed  that  a  quantitative  analytical  methodology  is  necessary  to 
describe  the  traffic  impacts  and  associated  mitigation  measures. 
Data  is  available  or  obtainable  for  traffic  analysis.     The  need  for 
traffic  analysis  is  clear  in  that  this  document  may  serve  as  the 
reference  document  that  evaluates  the  entire  project  -  impacts  be- 
come obscure  on  individual  developments  within  a  planning  area.  We 
need  to  be  able  to  verify  impacts,   concl1'   ions  and  adequacy  of 
mitigation. 

3        The  DEIR,  on  page  75,  gives  additional  project  traffic  on  Beale-Main, 
First  Street  and  Fremont  Street  ramps.     This  should  be  followed  by 
AM  and  PM  peak  hour  capacity  analyses  of  the  ramps/city  streets 
intersections  to  show  the  impact  of  project  traffic  on  the  inter- 
sections'  traffic  operation. 

j        On  page  81,  Traffic  Circulation,   the  impacts  of  removing  the 

Embarcadero  Freeway  are  described  very  briefly  and  did  not  address 
the  effects  on  the  freeways  and  on  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay 
Bridge.     Although  this  may  be  beyond  the  scope  and  detail  required 
for  these  projects,   it  is  believed  that  additional  mitigation  measures 
should  be  identified  on  page  17  to  compensate  for  the  critical  AM  peak 
period  to  generate  off-ramp  capacity  to  avoid  backups  onto  the  freeways. 
It  is  believed  that  new  off-ramps  should  be  provided  to  Spear/Folsom 
and  at  the  end  of  existing  northbound  Route  280.     Without  these  ramps, 
backups  on  the  Bay  Bridge  and  Lick  Freeway  will  be  intolerable. 
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Mr.  Conrad 
Page  2 

October  10,  1980 


D    The  mitigation  measures  on  pages  82  and  83  have  merit  but  it  is  not 
clear  if  those,  together  with  the  content  of  page  17,  will  provide 
adequate  transportation  service.     The  first  paragraph  on  page  83 
may  require  an  impact  analysis  itself. 

Specific  comments  follow: 

E    On  page  16,   Figure  5,   a  legend  is  required  for  the  symbols  shown. 
If  the  small,   solid  dots  are  for  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  Removal, 
they  should  start  at  Beale  Street.     Also  proposed  on  and  off-ramps 
from  existing  1-280  from  3rd  Street  to  2nd  Street  and  a  proposed 
off-ramp  from  Route  480  from  Beale  Street  to  the  intersection  of 
Spear  and  Folsom  Streets  should  be  shown.     These  are  in  the  1-280 
withdrawal  proposal.     The  Intercept  Parking  area  should  be  reduced 
since  the  portion  fronting  Bryant  Street  is  a  Bay  Toll  Yard. 

On  page  17  the  changes  above  should  be  added  under  "Roadway  Modi- 
fications .  " 

On  page  70,   Figure  12,  the  area  of  Intercept  Parking  is  different 
from  that  shown  in  Figure  5.     Also,   see  comments  above  regarding 
Intercept  Parking. 

F  A  map  that  delineates  one-way  street  patterns  and  proposed  street 
relocation  and  closures  for  both  with  and  without  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway  would  enhance  this  document. 

G  On  page  69,  the  trip  generation  rate  for  Hotels  was  developed  by 
this  District  for  Motels . 

H  On  page  81,  Traffic  Circulation,  that  removal  of  trip's  from  the 
Broadway,  Clay  and  Washington  Street  ramp  should  be  examined  for 
reass  ignment . 

I     The  cumulative  effects  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan   (and  similar  plans 
in  the  vicinity)   should  be  discussed  according  to  Section  15069  of 
the  State  EIR  Guidelines. 
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Mr.  Conrad 
Page  3 

October  10,  1980 


Responses  and/or  the  FEIR  should  be  sent  to  Caltrans  District  CEQA 
Coordinator,  P.  0.  Box  3366  Rincon  Annex,  San  Francisco,  CA  94119. 
Telephone  557-2448. 

Sincerely  yours, 

JOHN  WEST 
District  Director 


D.  E.  CONNOLLY,  Chief 
Project  Development 
D  Branch 


cc:     State  Clearinghouse 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  No.  6  (CalTrans) 


Items: 

A.  The  comment  is  noted.  See  response  to  Comment  Item  B,  below. 

B.  The  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  Transportation  Technical  Reports, 
Working  Paper  #1,  (Table  1-6,  pp.  1-26)  estimate  that,  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
intersection  of  Main  and  Mission  Sts.,  these  two  streets  would  be  operating  at  Level 
of  Service  E  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  after  full  development  of  the  NEWS  study 
area,  including  the  proposed  Project  area.  Peak  period  traffic  volumes  in  excess  of 
capacity  would  occur.  The  study  projected  a  daily  traffic  volume  of  2,000  vehicles 
generated  by  full  development  in  the  NEWS  study  area  along  Bryant  St.  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Eirst  and  Eremont  Sts.  freeway  ramps.  The  study  also  estimated  that 
full  NEWS  area  development  would  generate  traffic  volume  increases  of  between 
1,000  and  2,000  vehicles  per  day  on  streets  north  of  Mission  St. 

The  101  California  Street  Einal  EIR  (EE  78.27,  certified  August  9,  1979), 
Section  IV. E.,  Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking,  pp.  95-98,  includes 
projections  for  the  1981  cumulative  peak-hour  traffic  volumes  and 
volume-to-capacity  ratios  on  Main,  Beale,  Clay  and  Washington  Sts.  (That  document 
has  been  incorporated  by  reference  into  the  Draft  EIR/S.)  With  cumulative 
downtown  development,  not  including  NEWS  area  development,  the  projected  1981 
peak-hour  level  of  service  on  Main  St.  would  decrease  from  C  to  D,  and  on  Beale  St. 
from  C  to  E.  These  streets  serve  as  feeders  to  and  from  freeway  ramps;  decreases 
in  levels  of  service  and  increases  in  congestion  may  extend  from  these  streets  onto 
the  ramps  (and/or  reflect  ramp  impacts).  An  increase  of  approximately  580 
peak-hour  vehicle-trips,  or  48%  of  the  total  ramp  capacity,  would  further  reduce  the 
levels  of  service  on  the  Beale-Main  Sts.  ramps.  If  peak-hour  ramp  service  levels 
have  already  decreased  to  the  projected  1981  levels  for  Beale  and  Main  Sts.  (at  or 
near  capacity),  the  increased  peak  hour  traffic  volumes  generated  by  the  proposed 
project  could  cause  total  peak-hour  volumes  to  be  nearly  50%  over  capacity,  which 
would  decrease  the  levels  of  service  on  the  ramps  to  E.  The  projected  traffic 
volumes  generated  by  the  proposed  Project  would  increase  peak-hour  volumes  on  the 
Eirst  and  Eremont  Sts.  freeway  ramps  by  about  250  vehicle  trips,  or  approximately 
21  %  of  the  ramp  capacity.  If  the  ramps  are  or  would  be  operating  at  or  near 
capacity  before  Project-generated  increases,  these  increases  could  again  decrease 
the  levels  of  service  on  these  ramps  to  E. 

In  combination  with  traffic  generated  by  cumulative  development  in  the  Downtown 
area,  traffic  from  the  proposed  Project  could  increase  peak-hour  traffic  volumes 
beyond  the  capacity  of  the  Beale-Main  Sts.,  Eirst  St.  and  Eremont  St.  freeway  ramps 
and  decrease  the  peak-hour  levels  of  service.  These  impacts  probably  would  extend 
onto  adjacent  streets  and  freeway  lanes. 

Reguired  mitigation  could  include  expansion  of  ramp  capacity,  and  further  diversion 
of  person  trips  to  transit  and  to  car/van  pools.  The  NEWS  Transportation  Technical 
Reports  call  for  transit  improvements  and  transit  system  capacity  expansion  which 
may  substantially  reduce  traffic  impacts  noted  herein.  Diversion  to  transit  would 
place  increased  demand  on  the  transit  system. 

C.  The  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Ereeway  is  described  as  part  of  the  Case  2  setting 
for  Alternatives  A  and  B.  The  effects  of  removing  the  Ereeway  form  a  possible 
background  against  which  impacts  from  the  proposed  Project  would  occur.  The 
removal  of  the  Ereeway  was  a  stated  goal  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey 
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(NEWS)  Transportation  Technical  Reports,  and  is  referred  to  in  that  document  as  an 
adopted  policy  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  A  brief  discussion  of  the 
impacts  of  the  Freeway  removal  per  se  is  necessary  to  describe  the  Case  2  setting, 
but  any  analysis  of  these  impacts,  and  identification  of  mitigation  measures,  is 
outside  the  scope  and  purpose  of  this  report,  and  would  reguire  a  separate  EIR/S. 
Pending  such  an  EIR/S  analysis,  there  is  no  reason  to  presume  back-ups  onto  the 
freeways,  or  that  such  back-ups  would  be  intolerable. 

D.  The  comment  is  noted.  The  transportation  changes  on  p.  17  and  the  Case  2 
mitigation  measures  on  pp.  82  and  83  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  were  developed  from  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Transportation  Technical  Reports,  Working  Paper 
//2,  which  described  possible  mitigations  for  the  effects  of  Freeway  removal.  These 
changes  and  mitigations  were  used  in  the  Draft  EIR/S  as  a  description  of  the  Case  2 
setting.  Any  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  removal  of  the  Freeway,  and  their 
possible  mitigations,  would  be  covered  in  a  separate  EIR/S  (see  preceding  response 
Item  C). 

E.  A  legend  has  been  added  to  Figure  5.  The  representation  of  the  removed  portions  of 
the  Embarcadero  Freeway  has  been  corrected  to  start  at  Beale  St.  The  intercept 
parking  areas  shown  in  the  figure  along  Harrison  St.  adjacent  to  1-80  have  been 
deleted.  The  parking  area  in  the  block  bounded  by  Bryant,  Beale,  Harrison  and 
Main  Sts.  has  been  reduced  in  size.  An  additional  parking  area  has  been  added  to  the 
figure  along  Berry  St.  between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  This  area  was  included  in  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  Transportation  Technical  Reports,  and  was 
referenced  in  the  Draft  EIR/S  on  p.  17  under  "Parking  Improvements".  The  on-  and 
off-ramps  for  1-280  and  State  Route  480  proposed  by  CalTrans  have  not  been 
included  in  the  figure.  Figure  5  is  a  conceptual  representation  of  changes  to  the 
existing  transportation  network  which  are  part  of  the  setting  for  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway.  The  corrected  figure  is  shown  following  p.  147  of  this 
addendum. 

The  following  sentence  is  to  be  inserted  on  p.  17,  under  Roadway  Modifications,  in 
the  first  paragraph:  "An  off-ramp  to  the  intersection  of  Spear  and  Folsom  Sts.  may 
be  added.  The  need  for  the  ramp  would  be  evaluated  in  connection  with  any  future 
EIR/S  that  would  be  prepared  for  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  removal  project."  The 
following  sentence  is  to  be  inserted  in  the  second  paragraph:  "Ramps  connecting 
1-280  to  Second  St.  may  be  added.  The  need  for  the  ramp  would  be  evaluated  in 
connection  with  any  future  EIR/S  prepared  for  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway."  The  other  changes  to  Figure  5  would  not  be  referenced  in 
the  text. 

The  parking  areas  shown  in  Figure  12,  including  the  intercept  parking  area,  presently 
exist.  Figure  5  represents  the  transportation  system  setting  given  the  removal  of 
the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  It  shows  setting  changes  included  in  proposed  plans  for 
Freeway  removal,  including  new  intercept  parking  areas. 

F.  The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  not  yet  determined  specific  street 
closures  and  relocations  in  the  Project  area,  either  with  or  without  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway,  except  for  Folsom  St.,  east  of  Steuart  St.,  which  would  be  closed  to 
construct  the  park  in  the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  It  is  not  possible  to  delineate 
precise  traffic  patterns,  street  closures  and  street  relocations  until  specific  street 
closures  have  been  decided  upon.  Proposed  street  closures  were  not  shown  on  the 
maps  because  they  are  very  tentative  and  should  not  be  considered  as  a  final 
element  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan. 
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G.  The  use  of  this  trip  generation  rate,  which  was  used  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Survey  (NEWS)  Transportation  Technical  Reports,  is  based  on  hotel  facilities  which 
have  a  higher  proportion  of  personal  automobile  use  than  traditional  convention-type 
hotels.  Thus,  these  facilities  would  probably  share  the  trip  generation 
characteristics  of  motels,  rather  than  hotels.  Motel  generation  rates  would  provide 
a  worst-case  basis  for  analysis. 

H.  The  removal  of  trips  from  these  ramps  would  be  an  impact  of  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  and,  as  such,  forms  a  part  of  the  setting  for  Case  2  in  this 
report.  Any  analysis  of  such  impacts,  and  their  possible  mitigations,  is  beyond  the 
scope  and  purpose  of  this  report,  and  would  require  a  separate  EIR/S  (see  Response 
Items  C  and  D,  above). 

I.  Cumulative  transportation  impacts  in  the  Project  area  were  considered.  Table  17, 
p.  77,  Tables  18  and  19,  p.  78,  Table  20,  p.  79,  and  Table  24,  p.  85  of  the  Draft  EIR/S 
include  traffic  generated  by  full  development  of  all  proposed  projects  in  the 
Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  study  area,  and  include  predicted  increases 
in  traffic  volumes  resulting  from  downtown  and  regional  traffic  growth. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


III  RITAU:  CONSERVATION  AND  RECREATION  SERVICE 
PACIFIC  SOI  THWEST  Rl  GION 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNI  A  94102 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Box  36062 


80  !    *  PM 


N  REPLY  REFER  "TO: 


PSW  200 
ER-80/648 


OCT  1  4  1980 


COMMENT  NO.  7 


Mr.  Thomas  G.  Conrad.  Chief 
Planning .  Housing  and  Progranming  ,  _  j-?^ 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  <=>■  :^  J>  / 

939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94109 

Dear  AIr.  Conrad: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  environmental  impact  report /statement  for 
the  Rincon  Point /South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  and  offer  the  fol- 
lowing comments  for  your  consideration. 

General  Comments 


We  oppose  the  selection  of  Alternative  B  which  may  involve  the  destruc- 
A        tion  of  a  number  of  potentially  significant  historic  structures  in  the 
South  End/ Japan  Street  Warehouse  area. 

We  find  a  number  of  deficiencies  that  should  be  corrected  in  the  final 
environmental  statement.    Our  concerns  include:  the  lack  of  construction 
employment  projections,  possible  nomination  of  the  South  End  Warehouse 
area  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  coordination  of  pro- 
posed recreation  and  park  facilities  with  other  plans  and  projects,  and 
the  short-term  visual  quality  of  the  project  areas. 

B  Employment 

Section  V.C. (Social  and  Employment  Characteristics)  identifies  permanent 
employment  resulting  from  the  proposed  action.    We  suggest  that  the 
final  statement  include  a  discussion  of  construction  employment  gen- 
erated as  well.    Estimated  work  years  should  be  categorized  by  New 
Construction  and  Rehabilitation,  in  order  to  identify  employment  bene- 
fits resulting  from  adaptive  reuse  of  historic  structures. 

C        Historic  Resources 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  should  be  consulted  as  to  the 
eligibility  of  the  South  End  Warehouse  District  for  the  National  Regis- 
ter of  Historic  Places.    Coordinated  planning  which  includes  the  two 
historic  structures  outside  the  project  area  (California  Warehouse  and 
Rosenberg  Brothers  Dried  Fruit  Warehouse)  may  facilitate  their  protec- 
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tion  and  maintain  the  architectural  continuity  of  the  district. 

Concerns  expressed  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  must  also 
be  addressed  in  the  final  statement.    These  concerns  include  the  area 
of  potential  impact  outside  of  the  redevelopment  areas ,  including 
Hotel  Row,  which  may  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 
The  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  also  believes  that  Pier  42  is 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  protection 
measures  may  be  appropriate. 

D         Recreational  Resources 

Improved  recreational  opportunities  may  be  possible  through  the  co- 
ordination of  proposed  recreational  areas  both  within  and  outside  the 
project  area  (Northeast  and  Southeast  Waterfronts).    We  refer  speci- 
fically to  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  and  the  North- 
east Waterfront  Promenade.    A  hike-bikeway  connecting  these  waterfront 
parks  should  be  considered,  in  order  to  improve  recreation  opportuni- 
ties for  area  residents  and  visitors. 

Proposed  street  closures  in  the  project  area  may  hinder  the  inclusion 
of  the  project  area  in  a  comprehensive  bikeway  system  connected  to  other 
previously  designated  bike  routes  in  the  city.    Consultation  with  the 
San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department ,  on  this  subject ,  is 
recommended . 

Mitigation  Measures  to  provide  safe  pedestrian  access  to  the  proposed 
Rincon  Point  Promenade  and  Park  might  include  a  tunnel  or  bridge  across 
the  redesigned  Enbarcadero .    Traffic  signalization  or  pedestrian  islands 
may  not  provide  sufficiently  safe  access. 

As  a  graphic  improvement  to  the  final  document,  the  proposed  street 
closures  identified  on  pages  11  and  13  should  be  included  on  Figures  3 
and  4. 

E         Visual  Quality 

Finally,  a  number  of  redevelopment  areas  in  the  city  continue  to  in- 
clude vacant  land  after  the  demolition  of  sub-standard  structures. 
Although  much  of  the  project  area  is  described  as  'flighted",  removal 
of  existing  structures  may  result  in  numerous  vacant  and  litter-strewn 
lots.    We  suggest  that  demolition  of  currently  standing  structures  be 
undertaken  only  when  new  construction  permits  are  issued.  Hazardous 
buildings  should  be  destroyed,  however,  if  new  construction  will  be 
delayed  the  resulting  vacant  lots  should  be  landscaped  or  fenced  to 
prevent  further  visual  deterioration  of  the  area. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document. 


Sincerely , 


7 


Louis  Penna,  Chief 
Environmental  Services  Division 


cc:    Jeff  Bingham,  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  NO.  7  (U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior) 
Items: 

A.  No  response  required. 

B.  Construction  employment  is  contained  in  the  Growth  Inducement  discussion  on 
p.  125  of  the  Draft  EIR/S.  Total  estimated  construction  employment  is  6,900 
person-years  of  labor  or  770  full-time  jobs  during  the  estimated  nine-year 
construction  period.  To  include  a  discussion  of  construction  employment 
attributable  to  rehabilitation  and  adaptive  reuse,  the  following  sentence  is  to  be 
added  after  the  fist  sentence  in  paragraph  1  on  p.  125  of  the  Draft  EIR/S: 
"Approximately  345  person-years  or  40  full-time  jobs  would  be  attributable  to 
rehabilitation  of  existing  structures  planned  for  retention  and  adaptive  reuse." 

C.  The  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  has  been  consulted  concerning  the  eligibility  of 
warehouses  associated  with  the  South  End  Warehouse  district  for  nomination  to  the 
National  Register.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
development  or  preservation  of  historic  properties  located  outside  the  boundaries  of 
the  proposed  redevelopment  Project  area.  Warehouses  located  within  the  Project 
area  that  are  associated  with  the  South  End  warehouse  row  would  be  retained, 
thereby  helping  to  preserve  the  architectural  continuity  and  history  of  the  South  End 
warehouse  row. 

Historic  properties  located  outside  of  the  Project  area  which  may  be  affected  by  the 
Project  have  been  examined  according  to  the  guidelines  established  by  36  CFR 
Part  800,  including  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO).  Refer  to  the  Appendix  F-  Statement  of  Procedures  on  pp.  155-157  of  this 
addendum  for  a  description  of  the  process  used  to  determine  their  eligibility  for 
nominination  to  the  National  Register. 

Pier  42  has  been  determined  to  be  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  by  SHPO  and  is  to  be  added  to  the  discussion  of  properties  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  on  p.  119-121  of  the  Draft  EIR/S.  Accordingly,  Pier  42  is  to  be 
added  to  Figure  17,  on  p.  120,  of  the  Draft  EIR/S. 

D.  Inclusion  of  a  hike-bikeway  route  that  could  be  integrated  into  the  planned  Ferry 
Building  promenade  and,  if  feasible,  into  the  Car  "estick  Point  State  Recreation 
Area,  would  be  considered  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  during  the  design  of  the 
park  area. 

No  final  decision  has  been  made  concerning  possible  closure  of  streets  except  for 
Folsom  St.,  east  of  SteuartSt.  which  would  be  closed  for  construction  of  the  park  in 
the  Rincon  Point  sub-area.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  take  into  account 
potential  effects  on  future  plans  for  hike-bikeway  routes  when  considering  which 
streets  would  be  closed. 

The  first  mitigation  measure  listed  under  Parks  and  Recreation  on  p.  63  of  the  Draft 
EIR/S  states  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consult  with  the  Bureau  of 
Traffic  Engineering  to  provide  traffic  signals  and  "other  safety  features  to  allow 
safe  access".  It  is  acknowledged,  that  "other  safety  features"  could  include  measures 
such  as  the  construction  of  bridges  over  The  Embarcadero  roadway. 

Proposed  street  closures  were  not  identified  on  Figures  3  and  4  because  proposed 
closures  (except  fo  Folsom  St.,  east  of  Steuart  St.)  are  very  tentative  and  should  not 
be  considered  as  a  final  element  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan. 
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Where  appropriate,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  avoid  demolition  of  structures 
before  specific  plans  for  each  parcel  are  approved.  Should  sub-standard  buildings 
need  to  be  demolished  before  plans  are  developed  and  appproved,  vacant  areas  would 
be  maintained  in  a  clean  and  safe  condition. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA— THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY 


EDMUND  G.  BROWN  JR.,  Gov.rm 


OFFICE  OF  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  2390 
SACRAMENTO,  CALIFORNIA  958U 

October  14,  1980 

COMMENT  NO.8 

Mr.  Thomas  G.  Conrad 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Dear  Mr.  Conrad: 

The  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  has  reviewed  the  Draft  EIR/EIS 
Item  3    entitled  "Rincon  Point — South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan,  San  Fran- 
cisco, California".      SCH  8^0  5260^ 

A        We  feel  that  the  document  fails  to  provide  a  complete  discussion  of 
historic  architectural  properties  within  and  adjacent  to  the  project 
area  which  may  meet  the  National  Register  criteria. 

B        Specifically,  Pier  42,  which  is  in  the  project  area,  has  recently  been 

assessed  by  my  staff  as  potentially  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 

C        Register.     Several  other  properties,  which  are  outside  the  project  but 

within  the  area  of  potential  environmental  impact  (i.e.,  adjacent  to  the 
project),  should  also  be  evaluated  for  National  Register  eligibility; 
these  are:    the  "hotel  row"  buildings  (including  the  YWCA  and  Audiffred 
buildings),  the  Hills  Brothers  plant,  and  the  California  and  Rosenberg 
Brothers  warehouses  (which  may  be  eligible  as  contributing  elements  of 
a  warehouse  district). 

D        We  also  feel  that  it  is  improper  to  rely  on  the  contractor  to  monitor 

construction  for  purposes  of  identifying  potential  archeologicaJ  .esources. 
Only  a  qualified  archeologist  would  have  the  training  to  recognize  and 
assess  such  finds. 

Should  you  require  further  assistance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact 
Jeffery  Bingham  at  (9l6)  322-8701. 

Sincerely, 

Dr.  Knox  Mellon 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


cc:  Jim  Burns,  Resources  Agency 
State  Clearinghause 


OCT  !  5  *80  AM 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  NO.  8  (Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 


Items: 

A.  The  EIR/S  contains  a  discussion  of  only  those  buildings,  within  and  adjacent  to  the 
Project  area,  which  were  found  to  be  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the 
National  Register.  A  discussion  of  aU_ historic  architectural  properties  within  and 
adjacent  to  the  project  area  is  contained  in  R.  and  N.  Olmsted,  1978,  Preliminary 
Survey  of  Historical  Cultural  Resources:  Northeastern  Waterfront.  National 
Register  criteria  were  applied  to  historic  and  architecturally  significant  properties 
described  in  the  preliminary  survey  to  identify  buildings  on  the  National  Register, 
and  to  determine  properties  within  and  adjacent  to  the  Project  area  boundaries 
which  were  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register. 

B.  Pier  42  is  hereby  added  to  the  list  of  properties  stated  on  p.  1  19-121  of  the  Draft 
EIR/S  as  being  within  the  Project  area  boundaries  and  potentially  eligible  for 
nomination  to  the  National  Register,  and  is  to  be  included  in  Figure  17,  "Historic 
Buildings:  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area,  p.  120  of  the  Draft 
EIR/S.  Pier  42  will  be  included  in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  currently  being 
prepared  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  to 
ensure  that  steps  are  taken  to  mitigate  any  potential  effects  on  this  property. 

C.  All  properties  adjacent  to  or  within  the  area  of  potential  environmental  impact  were 
examined  during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIR/S,  following  the  guidelines  set 
forth  by  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (see  Statement  of 
Procedures,  p.  155-157  of  this  addendum.)  Only  those  adjacent  properties  which 
were  found  to  be  on  or  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register 
were  discussed  in  the  EIR/S.  Page  119,  paragraph  3,  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  states  that 
the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  is  recorded  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  and  that  the  Audiffred  Building  (outside  of  the  Project  area  boundaries)  has 
been  nominated  to  the  National  Register.  On  p.  121  of  the  Draft  EIR/S,  the 
descriptions  of  the  California  Warehouse  and  the  Rosenberg  Brothers  Dried  Fruit 
Warehouse  state  that  these  buildings'  significance  is  derived  from  their  associations 
with  the  South  End  warehouse  row. 

D.  The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  agreed  to  hire  a  gualified 
archaeoloc:  t  to  monitor  excavation  sites  twice  a  week  for  the  purpose  of 
identifying  potential  archaeological  resources,  and  to  be  on  call  throughout  the 
construction  period  in  the  event  that  any  historic  site,  or  archaeological  or 
paleontological  resource  is  encountered. 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
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COMMENT  NO. 9 


Mr.  Thomas  G.  Conrad 

Chief  of  Planning,  Housing,  and 

Programming 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94109 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


HED-09 


Dear  Mr.  Conrad: 


We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  in  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  and  provide  the  following  comments. 

1.    Section  V.F.  (pages  67-87)  indicates  that  the  proposed  project  will 
generate  a  large  increase  in  daily  trips  to  and  from  the  project 
area  and  assumes  that  a  large  share  of  this  increase  will  be 
accommodated  by  added  transit  capacity.    If  this  shift  to  transit 
is  not  accomplished,  the  impacts  upon  the  local  street  system  will 
be  greater  than  expected.    The  likelihood  of  this  large  shift  to 
transit  needs  to  be  addressed.    What  mechanisms  will  be  used  to 
increase  transit  ridership?    The  impact  to  the  local  street  system 
if  the  transit  shift  does  not  occur  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the 
EIS. 


2.  The  subject  document  does  not  analyze  the  full  effect  that  removing 
the  Embarcadero  Freeway  will  have  on  the  surface  streets  and  the 
remaining  ingress  and  egress  to  the  Bay  Bridge  and  the  Bayshore 
Freeway.    The  large  number  of  trips  generated  by  the  proposed 
development,  when  added  to  the  existing  surface  street  traffic  and 
the  existing  Embarcadero  Freeway  traffic  (which  will  also  be  using 
surface  streets),  may  cause  intolerable  congestion.    It  appears 
unlikely  that  the  transportation  changes  discussed  on  page  17 
(freeway  ramp  modifications,  parking  lots,  57  additional  buses  and 
10  BART  cars)  will  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  transportation 
needs.    A  complete  analysis  of  the  traffic  patterns  and  volumes  is 
required,  with  the  results  summarized  in  the  EIS. 

3.  In  conjunction  with  the  required  traffic  analysis  discussed  above, 
consideration  should  be  given  to  the  temporary  closing  of  the  proper 
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on  and  off  ramps  to  effectively  remove  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  from 
the  transportation  system.    Closure  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  for 
a  two-month  period  would  allow  the  necessary  traffic  counts  and 
evaluations  to  take  place.    While  this  study  would  be  fairly 
expensive,  it  would  be  very  cost  effective  when  measured  against 
removing  the  freeway  and  then  discovering  that  the  new  transporta- 
tion system  did  not  accomplish  the  stated  desires. 

4.  In  addition  to  the  standard  EIS  distribution,  CALTRANS  and  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  need  to  be  contacted  for 
their  evaluation  of  the  traffic  analysis  of  the  proposed  redevelop- 
ment project  and  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.    Their  evalua- 
tion should  be  included  in  the  EIS. 

5.  The  construction  and  operation  costs  of  the  various  transportation 
proposals  need  to  be  identified  as  well  as  the  funding  sources  for 
these  costs.    Will  the  various  transportation  agencies  be  able  to 
meet  the  EIS  commitments?    Will  BART  add  10  additional  cars  to  their 
existing  service?    Will  Southern  Pacific  improve  rail  service? 
Written  confirmation  needs  to  be  obtained  from  each  of  the  transporta- 
tion agencies  listed  on  page  17  and  included  in  the  EIS  to  support  the 
transportation  commitments  included  in  the  EIS  text. 

6.  The  Draft  EIS  discusses  the  Level  of  Service  impacts  on  local  streets 
due  to  increased  trips,  but  it  does  not  quantify  the  specific  Levels 
of  Service  which  are  anticipated  under  the  various  build  alternatives. 
The  Level  of  Service  for  each  proposed  alternate  needs  to  be  presented 
in  the  EIS. 

7.  The  "need"  for  the  proposed  redevelopment  project  and  the  removal  of 
the  Embarcadero  Freeway  has  not  been  established  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
It  is  therefore  impossible  to  weigh  the  benefits  of  the  proposed 
action  against  the  disbenefits  such  as  increased  congestion,  noise, 
and  air  pollution. 

8.  The  subject  Draft  EIS  is  not  adequate  to  assess  the  effects  of  the 
various  transportation  proposals  presented.    Therefore,  the  transporta- 
tion proposals,  especially  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  will 
require  additional  environmental  and  engineering  studies  resulting  in 
an  environmental  document  to  comply  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  review  the  subject  Draft  Environmental 
Statement.    Please  contact  Mr.  Dan  Harris,  556-3366,  if  there  are  any 
questions  regarding  these  comments.    We  would  like  to  receive  two  (2) 
copies  of  all  future  transportation  studies  or  environmental  documents 
pertaining  to  the  subject  project. 

Si ncerely  yours , 


Neil  DilTTbough,  Director 
187      Office  of  Environment  and  Design 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENT  NO.  9  (Federal  Highway  Administration) 


Items: 

A.  Section  V.F.,  Transportation,  is  based  upon  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey 
(NEWS)  Transportation  Technical  Reports.  Data  from  those  reports  were 
disaggregated  for  the  sub-areas  and  land  uses  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach 
Project  area.  Transit  trip  generation  factors  used  in  the  Draft EIR/S  are  based  on 
the  NEWS  figures,  which  are,  in  turn,  based  on  past  figures  for  transit  trip 
generation  for  specific  land  uses  (see  NEWS,  Transportation  Techniical  Reports, 
Working  Paper  No.  1).  The  NEWS  study  assumes  that  implementation  of  the  MUNI 
Five  Year  Plan  would  accommodate  the  increased  transit  trips.  Trips  generated  by 
the  proposed  project  would  be  a  portion  of  the  increase  in  trips. 

B.  Discussion  of  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  in  the  Draft  EIR/S  is  for  the 
purpose  of  describing  the  Case  2  setting  for  Alternatives  A  and  B.  The  impacts  of 
the  Freeway  removal  are  part  of  this  background  setting,  and  are  separate  from 
impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project.  The  removal  of  the  Freeway  was  a 
stated  goal  in  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS),  and  referred  to  in  that 
document  as  an  adopted  policy  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Mention  of 
the  impacts  of  Freeway  removal,  per  se,  is  necessary  to  describe  the  Case  2  setting. 
However,  analysis  of  these  impacts,  and  identification  and  discussion  of  mitigation 
measures,  is  outside  the  scope  and  purpose  of  the  Draft  EIR/S.  Such  a  study  would 
reguire  a  separate  EIR/S.  The  freeway  removal  project  would  include  provisions  for 
major  transit  improvements  and  transit  capacity  expansion  which  may  mitigate 
some  impacts  of  Freeway  removal.  These  transit  improvements  would  also  be 
considered  in  a  separate  EIR/S.  One  of  these  improvements,  the  MUNI  Metro 
expansion,  is  proposed  as  a  major  service  upgrading  for  Peninsula  Southern 
Pacific/CalTrans  riders,  and  therefore  may  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  otherwise 
expected  to  enter  the  Project  area  from  the  south. 

Closure  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  for  a  two-month  period  would  not  be 
appropriate  at  this  time  because  data  resulting  from  the  study  of  the  closure  could 
not  measure  the  effects  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  which  has  not  been 
approved  or  constructed  yet.  Furthermore,  it  would  not  measure  the  effects  when 
other  proposed  transit  improvements  were  in  place  and  operating.  Other  transit 
capacity  expansions  are  occurring  separately  from  the  proposed  Project,  that  must 
be  considered  in  terms  of  mitigation  of  Freeway  removal  in  a  separ"   2  EIR/S.  These 
expansions  include  BART  service  increases,  A-C  Transit  conversion  to  articulated 
vehicles,  and  Transbay  Terminal  improvements,  which  may  reduce  otherwise 
expected  vehicle  impacts  from  the  East  Bay  corridor. 

C.  The  California  Department  of  Transportation  (CalTrans)  has  commented  upon  the 
traffic  analysis  for  the  proposed  redevelopment.  These  comments,  with 
accompanying  responses,  are  incorporated  into  this  document  (see  Comment  No.  6 
and  responses,  pp.  173-178).  The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  is 
on  the  distribution  list  for  the  Draft  EIR/S  (see  p.  140  of  the  Draft  EIR/S)  and  was 
sent  a  copy  of  the  report  on  August  22,  1980.   No  comments  were  received  from 
MTC  during  the  45-day  public  review  period. 

D.  The  transit  proposals  on  p.  17  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  are  part  of  the  Case  2  setting  and 
are  listed  to  describe  that  setting.  Their  implementation  would  result  from  removal 
of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  An  analysis  of  funding  and  costs  to  provide  additional 
transit  that  would  be  reguired  by  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  be 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  report  and  would  be  included  in  a  separate  EIR/S. 
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E.      Table  20,  p.  79  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  ,  shows  the  p.m.  peak  hour  volume-to-capacity 
(v/c)  ratio  for  four  key  intersections  in  the  project  area,  where  capacity  is 
established  at  Level  of  Service  D.  The  v/c  ratios  for  each  alternative  are  given  for 
Level  D  =  v/c  1.00.  The  corresponding  Levels  of  Service  can  be  obtained  by 
reference  to  Appendix  E,  Table  E-l,  p.  15.  (See  revisions  for  p.  77,  Paragraph  3,  on 
page  153  of  this  addendum  for  further  discussion  concerning  the  use  of  Levels  of 
Service.) 

E.      An  explanation  of  the  "need"  for  the  proposed  project  is  given  in  Section  II. A., 

Planning  Actions,  pp.  7-8,  Draft  EIR/S.  Discussion  of  the  need  for  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Ereeway  would  require  a  separate  EIR/S  (see  Response  Items  B  and  D, 
above). 

G.      Eor  a  discussion  of  the  adequacy  of  the  transportation  proposals  for  the 

Rincon  Point-South  Beach  subareas,  refer  to  Comment  No.  6,  response  to  Items 
A,B,H  and  I  p.  176  and  p.  1782.  The  comment  is  acknowledged  regarding  the  need 
for  additional  environmental  and  engineering  studies  for  transportation  impacts 
associated  with  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Ereeway. 
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10.     COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AT  THE  PUBLIC 
HEARING  BEFORE    THE  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  AND 
REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY  COMMISSION  (OCTOBER  9,  1980) 


Elaine  Mundy,  Board  Me m ber,  South  Park  Improvement  Association 

Comment:  "The  language  is  a  bit  ambiguous  in  your  document.  It  indicates  that  at 
some  later  date  you  might  spill  over  to  our  way,  and  we  would  like  to  go  on  record 
as  asking  that  that  not  happen." 

Response:  The  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area  consists  of  two  discrete 
geographic  sub-areas  of  the  larger  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  (NEWS)  area 
which  was  examined  in  the  1979  Northeastern  Waterfront  Survey  Technical  Report. 
Properties  located  within  the  Survey  area  were  examined  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  improvement  through  redevelopment  or  similar  activities;  proposed 
uses  for  the  Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  sub-areas  are  based  on  the 
recommendations  of  the  NEWS  Technical  Report.  The  South  Park  neighborhood  is 
not  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Survey  area  and  therefore  would  not  be 
subject  to  future  redevelopment  recommended  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Survey  area.  See  also  the  reponses  to  Comment  No.  2  (TODCO),  Response  Item  C, 
p.  25. 

John  Elberling,  Director,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (TODCO) 

Comment:  "We  are  concerned  with  the  Environmental  Impact  Report's 
completeness.  Our  source  of  concern  isn't  the  way  it  analyzes  what  is  inside  the 
proposed  redevelopment  project  boundaries.  It  is  that  it  doesn't  pay  any  attention  at 
all  to  what  will  happen  outside  those  boundaries  as  a  result  of  this  project.  I  think 
that  you  can  all  appreciate  that  in  both  the  warehouse  districts  located  along 
Second  St.  and  Townsend  St.  it  is  now  rapidly  changing  use  from  its  former  blue 
collar  history  to  conversions  to  office  and  other  kinds  of  commercial  space  and  the 
low  residential  enclave  located  in  South  Park  which  is  under  pressure  already  for 
displacement  of  low  income  population. 

"What  we  want  very  much—and  it  is  under  the  Sections  "Social  and  Employment 
Characteristics"  and  "Growth  Inducement"— is  that  most  economic  impacts  and  the 
current  economic  status  of  the  residents— that  is  to  say  their  ethnic  breakdown  and 
breakdown  by  incn  Tie  group— be  included  under  a  description  of  the  existing 
conditions  on  one  hand,  and  then  when  you  analyze  the  impacts,  a  real  projection  as 
to  what  this  project  means  for  those  adjacent  areas,  and  I  think  we  can  all  do  some 
seat-of-the-pants  guessing. 

"You  will  see  those  very  large  warehouses  converted  to  office  use,  and  you  will  see 
the  low-income  population  in  South  Park  displaced  and  replaced  by  middle-income 
and  upper-income  people.  Those  are  severe  consequences  whatever  your  position  is 
on  advisability." 

Response:  This  comment  has  been  responded  to  under  Comment  No.  2,  Response  A, 
pp.  1 60-  161  of  this  addendum.  It  should  be  noted  that  paragraph  1  on  p.  45  of  the 
Draft  EIR/S  contains  a  discussin  of  blue-collar  job  displacement  in  the  Project  area. 

Comment:  "There  are  several  possible  mitigation  measures  that  should  be  looked 
at.  One  is  to  include  the  boundaries  not  of  the  redevelopment  project  but  of  the 
neighborhood  strategy  area  which  must  accompany  it  to  surround  also  the  South 
Park  neighborhood. 
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John  E lb erlinq,  Director,  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  TODCO 
(continued) 

"The  second  mitigation  measure  would  be  considering  giving  a  priority  to  the 
existing  residents  of  the  impacted  areas  in  the  low-  and  moderate-income  housing 
that  will  be  built  in  the  project  area  itself.  Clearly  if  they  are  displaced,  they 
should  have  some  kind  of  priority. 

"The  third  mitigation  that  should  be  looked  at  was  proposed  by  your  staff  in  its 
downtown  study  a  few  weeks  ago,  which  is  changing  the  zoning  rules  permitted  in 
industrially  zoned  M-zoned  districts  to  effectuate  that  office  space  would  no  longer 
be  a  permitted  primary  use  of  a  warehouse  building." 

Response:  Comments  regarding  incorporation  of  the  first  and  second  mitigation 
measures  into  the  Draft  EIR/S  have  been  addressed  in  the  Response  to  Comments 
No.  2,  Responses  B  and  C,  p.  161  of  this  addendum.  As  the  comment  indicates,  the 
third  mitigation  measure  is  part  of  suggested  planning  strategies  currently  being 
developed  by  the  City  Planning  Department  to  direct  downtown  growth  and 
development  (Milton  Edelin,  Assistant  Planning  Director,  Department  of  City 
Planning,  telephone  communication,  October  20,  1980).  In  addition,  the  proposed 
Redevelopment  Plan  would  not  permit  industrial  land  use  except  for  the  possible 
expansion  of  Gailo  Salami  Co.  on  Assessor's  Block  No.  3774.  In  the  event  that 
Gallo  Salami  chooses  to  expand  on  this  block,  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  permit 
only  new  office  space  that  would  serve  the  Gallo  Salami  Co.  to  be  developed. 

Jean  Kortum,  Member,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

Comment:  "Normally,  when  the  Landmarks  Board  testifies  on  an  EIR,  our  comments 
are  such  that  changes  can  be  made  during  the  response  process.  This  time,  however, 
we  find  the  EIR  so  deficient  in  the  area  of  cultural  and  historical  matters  that  we 
are  stating  that  a  great  deal  more  work  has  to  be  done  for  it  to  be  acceptable. 

"We  cannot  understand  why  our  Board  which  has  the  local  expertise  and  concern  was 
not  contacted  early  on  in  the  process.  It  would  have  avoided  this  kind  of  last  minute 
comment  and  changes." 

Response:  The  Draft  EIR/S  is  not  intended  to  be  a  survey,  per  se,  of  cultural, 
historical  and  architectural  resources  within  the  Project  area.  A  survey  of 
architecturally  significant  buildings  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area 
is  contained  in  R.  and  N.  Olmsted,  1978,  Preliminary  Survey  of  Cultural  Historic 
Resources:  Northeastern  Waterfront.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  acknowledges 
that  further  research  is  required  concerning  historic  sites,  places,  and  events  and 
concerning  potential  subsurface  resources;  the  Agency  proposes  to  provide  an 
overview  study  of  historic  places  and  events  that  took  place  within  the  Project 
area.  The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  was  contacted  during  the 
preparation  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  to  identify  properties  v/hich  had  been  listed  as  City 
Landmarks  by  the  Board  or  had  been  identified  as  being  architecturally  significant  in 
the  Department  of  City  Planning's  architectural  survey  of  1976  (see  Note  / 1  2/  on  p. 
124  of  the  Draft  EIR/S). 

Jean  Kortum,  Member,  Landmarks  Preservatio n  Advi sory  Board  (continued) 

Comment:  I  have  here  rules  and  regulations  dealing  with  the  National  Register — 
This  law. ..and  the  presidential  acts  are  the  basis  for  our  comments.  These 
regulations  implement  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  1966 
as  amended  to  Presidential  directives,  and  the  President's  Memorandum  on 
Environmental  Quality  and  Water  Resources  Management.  Section  106  of  the 
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National  Historic  Preservation  Act  requires  that  Federal  agencies  with  direct  or 
indirect  jurisdiction  over  a  Federal  or  Federally-assisted  undertaking  afford  the 
Council  a  reasonable  opportunity  for  comment  on  such  undertakings  that  affect 
properties  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register.  It  goes  on 
to  define  "undertaking",  which  means  fees,  licenses,  monies  flowing  to  the  agency. 

"There's  a  section  called  Acceptance:  Adverse  Effect.  In  other  words,  if  it  is  found 
more  desirable  to  demolish  a  building  on  the  National  Register  or  eligible  for  the 
National  Register,  provisions  are  made  for  that.  It's  called  in  the  public  interest. 

"This  document  also  deals  with  when  EIR's  are  required.  That  can  be  a  separate 
process  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  But  the  rules  and  regulations 
indicate  that  the  two  actions  shall  be  simultaneous. 

"Also  in  here  is  a  section  mandating—the  word  is  "shalT'—mandating  the  agency  to 
deal  with  local  expertise. 

"In  this  areas,  we  are  indeed  dealing  with  an  area  of  rich  historical  significance. 
The  proposed  developments  obviously  will  change  the  character  and  setting  of  the 
areas,  and  this  may  be  desirable  in  1980.  But  we  must  follow  the  law  and 
acknowledge  that  such  a  change  is  going  to  take  place." 

Response:  The  Historic  and  Archaeologic  Aspects  section  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  was 
prepared  pursuant  to:  Chapter  VIII  -  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  Part 
800  -  Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties  (Final  Amendment, 
January  30,  1979,  Part  IV),  and  the  Outline  of  the  Process  Established  by  "Protection 
of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties",  36  CFR,  Part  800,  1979,  prepared  by  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  procedure 
followed  to  comply  with  Section  106  during  the  preparion  the  Historic  and 
Archaeologic  Aspects  section  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  is  provided  in  the  "Statement  of 
Procedures"  contained  on  pp.  155-157  of  this  addendum. 

Comment:  "...one  event  which  took  place  in  this  area  was  of  considerable 
importance  with  a  disastrous  effect  on  the  area  and  perhaps  on  the  City  as  a  whole. 
I'm  going  to  send  a  picture  up.  This  was  the  Second  Street  cut  of  1869,  and  I'm 
really  sending  it  up  for  the  primary  benefit  of  Mrs.  Bierman  and  anyone  else  who 
went  through  the  freeway  fights  of  the  1960s." 

"In  the  1860's,  the  State  Legislature  deeded  30  acres  of  reserve  south  of  Channel 
Street  to  the  Western  Pacific  and  Central  Pacific  Railroads.  It  was  the  City's  most 
fashionable  residential  area  and  was  home  to  some  of  the  richest  and  most  powerful 
people  in  San  Francisco.  The  cut  came  about.  Second  Street  was  brought  down  to 
grade  in  some  places  by  as  much  as  60  feet.  Rincon  Hill  was  cut  in  two  by  an  ugly 
gash  and  was  completely  destroyed  as  a  fashionable  residential  area. 

"Under  National  Registry  Standards,  this  event  really  should  be  dealt  with.  It's  what 
opened  up  Second  Street  to  an  area  that  became  industrial. 

"What  if  this  cut  hadn't  occurred?  Would  Rincon  Hill  have  continued  to  be  a 
fashionable  residential  area?  Would  industry  have  gone  elsewhere,  perhaps  to  the 
fog  belt? 

"Also  why  did  it  happen?  Were  the  freeway  fighters  of  the  1860's  not  as  experienced 
as  the  freeway  fighters  of  the  1960's?" 

Response:  The  report  authors  acknowledge  that  several  events  of  historical 
significance  have  occurred  within,  and  in  the  vicinity  of,  the  Project  area  and  that 
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further  work  would  be  required  to  identify  potential  impacts  on  historical  places  and 
events  within  the  Project  area,  as  required  by  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  (Part  800.4).  As  stated  in  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  123  of  the  Draft  EIR/S,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a  cultural  resource  consultant  to  prepare  a 
cultural/historic  overview  of  the  redevelopment  Project  area.  That  overview  would 
describe  the  social  activities  of  the  people  within  the  impact  area,  the  places  where 
these  activities  occurred  and  the  meaning  each  event  and  its  site  had  to  the 
inhabitants.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Second  St.  cut  is  discussed  in  detail  in  a 
recent  archival  report  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area 
(Olmsted,  Olmsted,  and  Pastron,  May  1979,  "The  Edge  of  RinconHill  -  Eastern 
Block  3,"  pp.  83-90). 

Susan  Bierman,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission 

Comment:  "...It  seemed  to  me  that  one  reason  the  A  alternative  is  in  there  is 
because  of  the  hard  work  and  labor,  careful  selection,  a  cross  section  of  the 
community  that  were  involved  in  the  whole  planning  process,  and  I  would  like  on 
page  1  or  at  the  beginning  of  the  EIR  to  have  a  more  elaborate,  more  careful 
explanation  of  the  process  by  which  the  A  alternative  or  how  it  came  about. 

"I  would  think  we  could  have  the  names  of  the  committee  members  and  the 
chairman's  name,  and  the  purpose  of  it  is  that  I  think  the  legitimacy  for  Plan  A  rests 
on  the  hard  work  and  labor  of  that  committee—and  had  I  not  been  at  all  their 
meetings,  reading  the  EIR,  I  can't  find  that.  It's  there.  They  say  there  was  a 
committee. 

"But  history  has  a  way  of  forgetting  people  and  forgetting  people's  labor;  and  even  in 
a  year  or  two,  legitimacy  could  be  questioned,  and  I  think  documentation  of  their 
efforts— maybe  the  time  it  took,  the  number  of  meetings  they  put  in,  anything  that 
can  verify  how  the  decisions  were  made— would  be  helpful." 

Response:  Although  Alternative  A  is  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan, 
implementing  guidelines  for  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  Section 
1502  14  (b),  require  that  each  alternative  be  considered  in  similar  detail  so  that 
reviewers  may  evaluate  the  comparative  merit  of  each  alternative;  therefore  under 
NEPA  guidelines  discussions  of  Alternative  A  should  be  non-biased  and  similar  to 
discussions  of  other  alternatives. 

The  report  preparers  do  acknowledge  the  contribution  made  by  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  to  the  development  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment 
Plan.  Accordingly,  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  7  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  is  expanded  to 
include  the  following  discussion: 

"The  27-member  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (NEWAC)  was 
created  on  June  1977  by  Resolution  No.  137-77,  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  NEWAC  held  a  total  of  27  meetings,  from  July  1977  to  September 
1979,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  development  potential  in  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront  Survey  area." 

Comment:  "Then  on  pages  12  to  21— and  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong  because  I  could  be 
wrong— but  the  tables  refer  to  the  maps  that  are  with  them  and  the  tables  use  block 
numbers....  But  unless  I'm  wrong. ..the  maps  don't  have  the  block  numbers;  and  if  I'm 
correct  that  the  block  numbers  aren't  there,  I  think  those  ought  to  be  included  po 
that  when  you  read  the  two  tables  you  can  relate  on  the  map  what  it's  about." 
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S  us  an  Bierman,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission  (continued) 

Response:  Figures  3,  4,  6  and  7  have  been  revised  in  the  Final  EIR  to  include 
Assessor's  Block  numbers  that  correspond  to  the  block  numbers  in  Tables  2,  3,  4  and 
5.  The  revised  figures  follow  p.  147  of  this  addendum. 

Comment:  "On  page  13  in  the  middle  of  the  page,  it  says:  'Development  within  the 
South  Beach  sub-area  would  be  preceded  by  the  demolition  of  most  existing 
structures  in  the  sub-area  with  the  possible  exception  of  four  existing  warehouses, 
historic  warehouses.'  I'd  like  to  see  the  "possible"  either  eliminated  or  "probable" 
substituted  for  possible.  The  intent  of  the  Committee  was  really  very  strong  that 
those  structures  be  saved,  so  I'd  like  a  little  stronger  language  about  the  intent." 

Response:  The  first  new  paragraph  on  p.  13  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  has  been  revised  and 
expanded  as  follows: 

"Development  within  the  South  Beach  sub-area  would  be  preceded  by  the 
demolition  of  most  existing  structures  in  the  sub-area  except  for  proposed 
retention  of  four  historic  warehouses  (Cape  Horn  Warehouse,  Oriental 
Warehouse,  Dunn  Instruments  Building,  and  Hoopers  South  End  Grain 
Warehouse),  and  three  additional  structures  (Pier  40,  the  ILWU  Building  and  the 
restaurant  between  Piers  42  and  44)  which  would  all  be  retained  and/or 
rehabilitated." 

Comment:  "For  me,  it  was  difficult  on  the  same  pages  12  to  21  to  go  back  and  forth 
between  tables  of  the  alternatives;  and  it  seemed  to  me  that  on  YBC  EIRs,  there 
was  some  work  done  on  having  the  data  in  one  table  about  both  alternatives  so  that 
someone  can  see  easily  what  the  differences  are." 

Response:  To  facilitate  the  comparison  of  project  alternatives  the  table  following 
on  p.  195,  has  been  added  to  follow  p.  22  of  the  Draft  EIR/S.  The  table  provides  a 
comparative  summary  of  proposed  uses  for  each  alternative  by  sub-area. 

Comment:  "On  Page  31  there's  a  very  brief  thing  about  the  Rincon  Annex,  and  I'd 
like  to  have  included  a  paragraph  or  so  about  the  most  recent  activity  about  saving 
those  murals.  The  name  of  the  woman  —  and  it  escapes  me,  but  I  know  that 
somewhere  we  must  have  it.  I  just  can't  think  of  it  ~  but  she  collected  —  Emmy  Lou 
Packard  collected  if  I  remember  correctly  thousands  of  signatures  just  in  this  past 
year.  Great  attention  was  given  to  the  historical  merit  of  those  murals,  the  labor 
history  in  the  murals. 

"I  think  that  whole  part  of  the  City  has  a  labor  history  as  Mrs.  Kortum  notes  or 
whoever  wrote  the  landmark  notes  talks  about,  and  it  seems  to  me  we  should  have 
everything  in  this  EIR  because  you  never  know  when  somebody  will  get  the  idea, 
'Well,  maybe  it  isn't  that  worthwhile'--  and  I'd  like  to  have  that  mentioned  —  their 
history,  and  the  number  of  petitions." 

Response:  The  following  discussion  is  to  be  added  to  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  119, 
Historic  and  Archaeologic  Aspects  section  of  the  Draft  EIR/S: 

"Public  support  for  the  preservation  of  the  Refregier  murals  was  triggered  by  a 
proposal  in  1978  by  the  Postal  Service  to  sell  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office 
facility.  To  prevent  possible  destruction  of  the  murals,  the  Rincon  Annex 
Preservation  Committee  was  formed  by  Emmy  Lou  Packard,  a  San  Francisco 
artist,  who  served  as  Chairperson.  The  committee  prepared  the  preliminary 
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Susan  B i erman ,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission  (continued) 

case  report  material  that  was  used  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
to  declare  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  and  its  murals  as  a  City  Landmark,  and  by 
the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservaton  to  determine  eligibility  of  the 
Rincon  Annex  for  the  National  Register.  As  of  October  1980,  an  estimated  8,000 
total  petitions  have  been  signed  by  persons  interested  in  the  preservation  of  the 
murals.  The  murals  were  placed  on  the  National  Register  on  November  16,  1979." 

Comment:  "Then  on  pages  34  to  35,  there's  talk  about  the  Embarcadero  Freeway. 
But  all  through  it  it  seems  to  me  we  all  know  the  history  of  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  But  I  think  there  needs  to  be  something  more  in  here,  ...it  seems  to  me 
that  in  order  to  justify  its  removal  because  it's  going  to  be  terrible  expensive— I 
would  presume  millions  of  dollars—in  order  to  justify  that  there  should  be  more 
about  what's  wrong  with  it. 

"Now,  when  you  look  at  the  pictures  previous  to  pages  34  and  35  and  you  read  it 
very  carefully,  finally  it  comes  through  that  it's  an  eyesore.  But  there's  no  history 
about  the  struggle  of  not  wanting  it  or  why  it  wasn't  completed,  and  I  think  that 
probably  ought  to  be  in  there.  I  think  there  should  be  something  about  why  it  wasn't 
completed.  Citizens  stopped  its  completion;  and  for  verification  for  why  it  should 
be  torn  done,  we  should  have  maybe  a  little  something  more  than  just  aesthetics  of 
looking  at  it:  that  it  won't  go  anywhere,  that  it  isn't  planned  to  go  anywhere,  and 
some  of  that." 

Response:  The  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  was  included  in  the  Draft 
EIR/S  as  a  possible  setting  context  in  which  to  analyze  the  project,  not  as  a  subject 
of  analysis.  Should  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  be  formally  planned,  it 
would  be  the  subject  of  an  entirely  new  environmental  impact  report  and/or 
statement.  That  EIR/S  would  be  responsible  for  analyzing  the  history  of  the 
freeway,  the  need  for  its  removal,  and  the  costs  and  impacts  of  demolition  (see  also 
Comment  No.  6,  response  Item  C,  pp.  176-177,  and  other  related  comments  and 
responses). 

Ina  Dearman,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission 

Comment:  "On  page  55. ..I  really  think  ...  Paragraph  3  under  the  impacts  of 
Alternative  B,  because  of  the  greater  servic  needs  of  this  larger  population  it  is  not 
clear  whether  this  project  would  be  of  fiscal  benefit  to  the  city,  and  then  it  goes  on 
about  the  loss  of  hotel  tax....  I  would  need  in  the  final  document  something  other 
than  a  statement  that  this  isn't  a  fiscal  benefit  to  the  City.  I'm  assuming  if  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  can  get  any  developer  to  put  up  housing  that  would  house 
people  that  would  provide  some  service  in  the  office  buildings  that  you  make  space 
for,  then  that's  a  benefit  to  the  City." 

Response:  The  cited  paragraph  refers  to  an  alternative  that  is  not  the  project 
proposed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  For  the  proposed  project,  the  earlier 
discussion  in  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  54  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  states  "...the  Project 
would  be  expected  to  have  a  beneficial  fiscal  effect  on  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco."  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  provide  a  total  of  2,495  and  3,876  housing 
units,  respectively.  Approximately  50%  of  the  total  amount  are  planned  to  be  low- 
and  moderate-income  units.  Alternative  B  is  a  higher  density  residential  alternative 
than  Alternative  A  and  would  contain  55%  more  residents  than  Alternative  A.  As 
stated  on  p.  55  of  the  Draft  EIR/S,  it  is  not  clear  whether  Alternative  B  would  be  of 
net  fiscal  benefit  to  the  City  because  of  the  greater  public  service  needs  of  the 
larger  population  in  this  Alternative.  A  more  detailed  cost-benefit  analysis  would 
have  to  be  made  before  the  net  fiscal  effect  of  Alternative  B  could  be  determined. 
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I n a  Dearman,  Member,  City  Planning  Commission  (continued) 

The  discussion  contained  on  p.  55  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  concerning  the  fiscal  effects  of 
providing  more  housing  (than  commercial  uses)  has  been  expanded  as  follows  to 
reflect  the  above  concern: 

"There  would  be  several  non-fiscal  positive  economic  effects  of  providing 
additional  housing  above  that  of  the  proposed  project.  These  include:  l)an 
increased  labor  pool  that  could  attract  new  business  to  San  Francisco,  2)  the 
provision  of  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  units,  which  are  currently  in 
short  supply  in  the  City,  3)  additional  secondary  income  generated  within  the 
City  from  new  residents  and  4)  the  opportunity  for  decreased  traffic  congestion 
and  air  pollution  by  constructing  housing  near  existing  jobs  located  in  the 
downtown  area  and  near  future  jobs  that  would  be  created  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area." 

Toby  Rosenblatt,  President,  City  Planning  Commission 

Comment:  "I  only  have  one  comment  to  reiterate  a  point  made  by  Commissioner 
Bierman.  I  think  that  the  document  would  read  more  easily  if  you  could  take  the 
alternatives  and  the  tables  that  describe  the  alternatives  and  lay  them  out  to  a  long 
fold-out  sheet  so  that  it's  easy  to  compare." 

Response:  Refer  to  the  table  presented  on  p.  195  of  this  addendum. 

Dian  Blomquist,  Member,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 

Comment:  "On  page  62,  it  says  include  burglar  alarms  as  part  of  the  design  in  all 
structures.  I  don't  think  necessarily  everybody  might  want  burglar  alarms,  so  maybe 
you  could  put  'where  appropriate.' 

Response:  The  mitigation  measure  contained  on  p.  62  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  which  is 
currently  stated  as: 

"Include  burglar  alarms  as  part  of  the  design  in  all  structures" 

will  be  changed  accordingly  to  read: 

"Include  burglar  alarms  as  part  of  the  design  in  all  structures,  where 
appropriate." 

Comment:  "On  page  101  in  the  middle  of  the  page,  Mitigation  Measures,  Alternative 
A.  There  is  a  comment  about  'proposed  buildings  will  probably  be  climate 
controlled.'  I  would  not  like  to  see  too  many  climate-controlled  buildings  down 
there;  and  when  we  go  over  to  the  Energy  Appendix  A,  the  Energy  Savings  Methods,  I 
think  we  should  have  openable  windows  as  an  energy  conservation  measure  or 
windows  that  can  be  opened." 

Response:  The  following  energy  conservation  measure  is  to  be  added  to  p.  145  of  the 
Draft  EIR/S  Appendix  A,  Energy  Conservation,  under  category  B: 

"Install  openable  windows  where  feasible." 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  agreed  to  encourage  project 
developers  to  incorporate  openable  windows,  where  feasible,  into  building  designs. 
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B.  RESOLUTION  CERTIFICATIONS 


REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION  OF  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
RESOLUTION  NO. 309-80 
(Adopted  November  5,1980) 

FINDING  AND  CERTIFYING  THAT  THE  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT/STATEMENT  CONCERNING  PROJECT  ACTIVITIES 
IN  THE  RINCON  POINT-SOUTH  BEACH  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 
 IS  ADEQUATE,  ACCURATE  AND  OBJECTIVE  


WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Section  33310  of  the  California  Community 
Redevelopment  Law,  adopted  Resolution  No.  141-77  on  February  28,  1977,  which 
designated  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  as  a  Survey  Area  to  study  the  fea- 
sibility of  improvement  through  redevelopment  or  similar  activities;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  Planning  Commission,  in  accordance  with  Section  33322  of 
the  California  Community  Redevelopment  Law,  selected  the  Rincon  Point- 
South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  Area  from  within  the  Northeastern  Water- 
front Survey  Area  and  approved  a  preliminary  Plan  for  said  Project  Area 
on  January  31,  1980;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  Planning  Commission,  in  accordance  with  Section  33325  of 
the  California  Community  Redevelopment  Law,  submitted  the  Preliminary  Plan 
for  the  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  Area  to  the  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (hereinafter  "Redevel- 
opment Agency" ) ;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff,  in  accordance  with  Section  33330 
of  the  California  Community  Redevelopment  Law,  has  prepared  a  proposed  Re- 
development Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project 
Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970, 
as  amended,  (hereinafter  "CEQA")  and  the  provisions  of  Title  14,  California 
Administrative  Code,  Guidelines  for  Implementation  of  the  California  Envi- 
ronmental Quality  Act  of  1970  (hereinafter  "State  Guidelines"),  require 
the  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  report  for  any  project  or  acti- 
vity proposed  to  be  undertaken  directly  by  a  public  agency  or  financially 
assisted  by  a  public  agency,  where  such  project  or  activity  may  have  a  sig- 
nificant effect  on  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969, 
as  amended,  (hereinafter  "NEPA" ) ,  42  U.S.C.  4321,  and  the  provisions  of  24 
C.F.R.  Part  58,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  "Environ- 
mental Review  Procedures  for  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program" 
(hereinafter  "Federal  Guidelines"),  require  the  preparation  of  an  environ- 
mental impact  statement  for  any  project  using  federal  Community  Development 
Block  Grant  funds  for  the  financing  of  all  or  a  portion  of  certain  acti- 
vities and  where  the  number  of  housing  units  proposed  in  greater  than  the 
threshold  criterion  established  by  the  Federal  Guidelines;  and 
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WHEREAS,  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Rincon  Point-South  Beach 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  "Plan")  could  result  in  significant 
effects  on  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  is  proposing  to  utilize  Community  Develop- 
ment Block  Grant  funds  for  financing  of  a  portion  of  redevelopment  activities 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  Plan;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  number  of  housing  units  permitted  under  the  Plan  is  greater 
than  the  threshold  criterion  established  by  the  Federal  Guidelines;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  the  State  Guidelines, 
if  both  an  environmental  impact  statement  and  an  environmental  impact  report 
are  required,  a  combined  single  environmental  document  may  be  prepared;  and 

WHEREAS,  both  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  the  State  Guidelines  require  that 
and  environmental  impact  report/statement  (hereinafter  "EIR/S"),be  prepared 
as  early  as  possible  in  the  planning  process  to  enable  environmental  con- 
siderations to  influence  project  programming  and  design;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  on  April  8,  1980  selected  Environmental 
Science  Associates  Inc.  ,  as  the  consultant  to  assist  its  staff  in  the  pre- 
paration of  the  EIR/S  for  the  proposed  Plan;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  EIR/S  on  the  Plan  has  been  prepared  to  meet  the  Federal  Guide- 
lines, and  the  State  Guidelines,  Section  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administra- 
tive Code  (hereinafter  "Code"),  and  the  Agency's  Resolution  No.  59-77,  adop- 
ted March  8,  1977  (hereinafter  "Resolution"),  format  and  content  require- 
ments); and 

WHEREAS,  prior  to  and  during  the  process  of  preparing  the  Draft  EIR/S  and 
pursuant  to  the  legal  requirements  of  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  the  State 
Guidelines,  the  Agency  has  complied  with  the  required  procedures  for  govern- 
mental and  public  review,  to  wit: 


a)  preliminary  consultation  with  the  appropriate  public  agencies 
through  the  filing  of  a  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an  EIR/S; 

b)  preliminary  consultation  with  persons  and  organizations  believed 
to  be  concerned  with  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed 
Plan  through  a  public  meeting  held  on  June  4,  1980; 

c)  upon  completion  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  on  August  22,  1980,  the  fil- 
ing of  a  Notice  of  Completion  with  the  Secretary  for  the  Resources 
Agency  of  the  State  of  California  and  a  notice  of  the  preparation 
of  the  document  with  the  federal  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
for  publication  in  the  Federal  Register; 

d)  the  distribution  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  to  the  appropriate  federal, 
state,  regional  and  local  agencies  and  private  citizens; 


e)  the  convening  of  a  joint  public  hearing  with  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  October  9,  1980  to  facilitate  further  public  input 
on  the  Draft  EIR/S; 

f)  the  reception  of  public  written  and  oral  comments  on  the  draft 
document  for  the  required  45  day  review  period;  and 


WHEREAS,  the  City  Planning  Commission,  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  have  formally  executed  a  Joint 
Lead  Agency  Agreement  relating  to  the  preparation,  review  and  certification 
of  the  EIR/S  for  the  proposed  Plan;  and 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  Joint  Lead  Agency  Agreement,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  have  heard  and  evaluated 
the  public  testimony  and  discussions  of  the  Draft  EIR/S  presented  at  the  joint 
public  hearing  of  October  9,  1980  and  the  written  comments  received  from  gov- 
ernmental agencies  and  members  of  the  public  on  or  before  October  13,  1980;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  staffs  of  the  Agency  and  City  Planning  Department  have  received 
and  reviewed  comments  from  the  reviewing  governmental  agencies  and  private 
citizens,  said  comments  having  been  kept  on  file  by  the  Agency  and  the  City 
Planning  Department,  available  for  inspection;  and  the  comments  received 
have  been  responded  to  by  describing  the  disposition  of  the  significant  en- 
vironmental issues  that  were  raised;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  staffs  of  the  Agency  and  City  Planning  Department,  in  consul- 
tation and  cooperation  with  the  consultant,  have  prepared  a  Final  EIR/S  for 
the  consideration  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
after  due  consideration,  that: 


A.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
hereby  makes  the  following  findings: 

1.  The  Agency  Commissioners  received,  reviewed  and  evaluated  the 
Draft  EIR/S.    The  arrangement  and  the  contents  of  the  Draft 
EIR/S  were  in  conformance  with  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  State 
Guidelines,  the  Code  and  the  Resolution,  including  but  not 
limited  to  the  following  requirements:    The  Draft  EIR/S  contained 
a  description  of  the  proposed  activities  of  the  project,  a  des- 
cription of  the  environmental  setting,  a  description  and  assess- 
ment of  the  significant  environmental  effects  of  the  activities, 
mitigation  measures  and  alternatives,  and  all  other  elements 
required  under  the  Federal  Guidelines,  the  State  Guidelines,  the 
Code  and  the  Resolution. 

2.  The  Draft  EIR/S  was  distributed  to  other  governmental  agencies, 
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private  organizations,  and  interested  individuals  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  those  listed  in  the  Distribution  List  in 
the  Draft  EIR/S. 

3.  The  public  review  period  for  the  Draft  EIR/S  consisted  of  45 
days  from  August  29,  1980  to  and  including  October  13,  1980. 
During  this  time  period,  comments  were  accepted  in  a  variety 
of  ways,  including  public  testimony  presented  to  the  City 
Planning  Commissioners  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  at  a  joint 
public  hearing,  written  comments  by  private  individuals,  organ- 
izations, and  representatives  of  public  agencies,  and  contin- 
uing staff  research  and  analysis.    This  review  period  has  pro- 
vided adequate  opportunity  for  public  agencies  and  members  of 
the  public  to  examine  and  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR/S  as  re- 
quired by  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  State  Guidelines. 

4.  All  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR/S  were  evaluated  by  the  staffs  of 
the  City  and  the  Agency  for  appropriate  responses  as  soon  as 
such  comments  were  received.    The  staffs  have  selected  the  sig- 
nificant environmental  points  raised  in  the  review  and  consul- 
tation process,  and  have  responded  to  each  one. 

5.  The  Responses  to  Comments  Addendum  to  the  Draft  EIR/S  (here- 
inafter "Addendum"),  containing  errata  and  clarifications,  and 
the  significant  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR/S  and  responses 
thereto,  were  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Guide- 
lines and  the  State  Guidelines,  and  are  in  conformance  there- 
with and  comprise  the  Final  EIR/S. 

6.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commissioners  have  received,  reviewed 
and  evaluated  the  Addendum  to  the  Draft  EIR/S  including  all  of 
the  significant  comments  and  responses  thereto. 

7.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commissioners  have  received,  reviewed 
and  evaluated  the  responses  to  the  significant  comments  contained 
in  the  Addendum  to  the  Draft  EIR/S,  and  find  the  responses  to 

be  comprehensive  and  thorough  and  in  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  State  Guidelines  as  to 
format,  content,  analysis  and  sufficiency. 

8.  The  Final  EIR/S  appropriately  emphasizes  feasible  mitigation 
measures  and  alternatives  designed  to  reduce  or  avoid  the  sig- 
nificant effects  of  the  activities  described  therein,  as  pro- 
vided in  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  the  State  Guidelines. 


B.     In  recognition  of  the  foregoing,  and  after  full  review,  consider- 
ation and  evaluation  of  the  information,  assessment,  analysis, 
comments  and  responses  contained  in  the  Final  EIR/S  as  submitted, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
hereby  finds  and  certifies  that: 

1.    All  applicable  procedural  requirements  of  NEPA,  the  Federal 
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Guidelines,  CEQA,  the  State  Guidelines,  the  Code  and  the  Re- 
solution relating  to  the  preparation  and  review  of  the  Draft 
EIR/S  for  the  proposed  Plan  and  the  preparation,  review  and 
certification  of  the  Final  EIR/S  for  the  proposed  Plan  have 
been  complied  with  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Re- 
development Agency. 

2.  The  Final  EIR/S  fully  complies  with  the  standards  of  adequacy 
set  forth  in  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  the  State  Guidelines. 

3.  The  Final  EIR/S  constitutes  a  full  and  detailed  disclosure 
and  analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  Plan 
activities  discussed  in  the  Final  EIR/S  consistent  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Federal  Guidelines  and  the  State  Guidelines. 

4.  The  overall  redevelopment  activities  in  the  Rincon  Point-South 
Beach  Redevelopment  Project,  as  described  in  the  Final  EIR/S, 

will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment;  be  it,  therefore 


FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  does  hereby  find  and  certify  that  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report/Statement  on  the  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan 
is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  has  been  completed  in  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  the  Federal  Guidelines,  CEQA,  the  State 
Guidelines,  and  applicable  provisions  of  the  Code  and  Resolution. 


APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM: 
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SAM  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COf  ill  I  SSI  ON 

RESOLUTION  NO.  8760 

WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report/statement  dated  August  22, 
19C0,  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  in  connection  with 

EE80.2C7:    Rincon  Point-South  Eeach  Redevelopment  Plan 

on  the  property  described  as  follows: 

Two  non-contiguous  areas  in  the  northeastern  waterfront  roughly  bounded  by 
.    Mission,  Spear,  Bryant  and  Second  Streets;  and  Pier  46A  and  San  Francisco 
Bay. 

WHEREAS,  the  City  Planning  Commission,  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  have  formally  executed  a  joint  Lead 
Agency  Agreement  relating  to  the  preparation,  review  and  certifi cation  of  the 
environmental  impact  report/statement  for  the  proposed  Plan;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  duly  filed  a  notice  of 
completion  of  the  draft  report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources 
Agency,  gave  other  notice  and  requested  comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the 
report  available  to  the  general  public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  require- 
ments; and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  held  a 
duly  advertised  joint  public  hearing  on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report 
on  October  9,  1980,  at  which  opportunity  was  given  for  public  participation  and 
comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report/statement  dated  November  5, 
1980,  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  based 
upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report/statement,  any  consultations  and 
comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that 
became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that  raised  significant  points 
concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  required  by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  November  5,  1980,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final 
environmental  impact  report/statement  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said 
document  and  the  procedures  through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and 
reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for  Resources,  San  Francisco  requirements,  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  Federal  Guidelines; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby 
find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report/Statement,  dated  November  5, 
1980  concerning 

EE80.267:    Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan 

is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of 
said  document  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the 
State  Guidelines,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  Federal  Guidelines 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the 
completion  of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will 
have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 
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CITY  PLANNING  CO  HUSSION 


RESOLUTION  NO.  8760 
Page  2 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  Regular  fleeting  of  November  5,  1980. 


ABSTAINED:  None. 

ABSENT:       Dearman,  liakashima,  and  Starbuck 

PASSED:       November  5,  19C0 

This  1s  a  true  and  exact  copy  of  the  Resolution  approved  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  and  any  changes  on  its  facelv;ere  duly  authorized  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  and  initialed  by  me 


Lee  Woods,  Jr. 
Secretary 


AYES: 


Commissioners  Bierman,  Karasick,  Kelleher  and  Rosenblatt 


NOES: 


None. 


Lee  Woods,  Jr. 
Secretary 


204 


c. 


INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  INCORPORATING  INTO  THE  FINAL  EIR/S  CHANGES 
CONTAINED  IN  THE  RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  ADDENDUM 


The  following  instructions  are  provided  to  assist  the  reader  in  incorporating  into  the  Final 
EIR/S  various  clarifications,  additions  and  corrections  contained  in  the  Response  to 
Comments  Addendum.  The  intructions  are  arranged  by  section,  page,  figure  and  table 
numbers  that  correspond  to  the  Draft  EIR/S.  The  following  revisions,  when  incorporated 
into  the  original  text  of  the  Draft  EIR/S,  constitute  the  text  of  the  Final  EIR/S. 


INSTRUCTIONS  TO  THE  READER 

NOTE:  Pages  146-158  of  the  Response  to  Comments  Addendum  contain  further 
instructions  for  changes  to  the  Draft  EIR/S.  Those  changes  should  be  considered  as  part 
of  this  section  and,  accordingly,  should  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR/S. 


II.      PLANNING  AND  REGULATORY  CONTEXT 

Page  7,  Paragraph  4  Expand  this  paragraph  to  include  the  following  discussion: 

"The  27-member  Northeastern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (NEWAC)  was 
created  on  June  1977  by  Resolution  No.  137-77,  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  NEWAC  held  a  total  of  27  meetings,  from  July  1977  to  September 
1979,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  development  potential  in  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront  Survey  area." 


III.  ALTERNATIVES 

Page  13,  Paragraph  2  (Sou th  Beach  Land  Us_e)  Delete  the  first  sentence  and  replace  it 
with  the  sentence  below: 

"Development  within  the  South  Beach  sub-area  would  be  preceded  by  the  demolition 
of  most  existing  structures  in  the  sub-area  except  for  proposed  retention  of  four 
historic  warehouses  (Cape  Horn  Warehouse,  Oriental  Warehouse,  Dunn  Instruments 
Building,  and  Hoopers  South  End  Grain  Warehouse),  and  three  additional  structures 
(Pier  40,  the  ILWU  Building  and  the  restaurant  between  Piers  42  and  44)  which  would 
all  be  retained  and/or  rehabilitated." 

Page  17,  Paragraph  2  and  3: 

The  following  sentence  is  to  be  inserted  on  p.  17,  under  Roadway  Modifications,  in 
the  first  paragraph:  "An  off-ramp  to  the  intersection  of  Spear  and  Folsom  Sts.  may 
be  added.  The  need  for  the  ramp  would  be  evaluated  in  connection  with  any  future 
EIR/S  that  would  be  prepared  for  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  removal  project."  The 
following  sentence  is  to  be  inserted  in  the  second  paragraph:  "Ramps  connecting 
1-280  to  Second  St.  may  be  added.  The  need  for  the  ramp  would  be  evaluated  in 
connection  with  any  future  EIR/S  prepared  for  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway." 
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Page  22  Include  after  Table  6,  Table  6A,  "Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan 
Summary  of  Uses  by  Alternative  and  Sub-Area",  presented  on  p.  195  of  this  document. 

C.  SOCIAL  AND  EMPLOYMENT  CHARACTERISTICS 

Page  47,  Paragraph  1   Delete  the  last  sentence  and  add  the  followig  new  paragraph: 

South  Park  is  a  small,  isolated  residential  community,  located  near  the  South  Beach 
sub-area  at  South  Park  Ave.  and  Second  St.  It  is  difficult  to  obtain  useful  published 
data  concerning  the  socio-economic  and  ethnic  characteristics  of  the  South  Park 
neighborhood.  Population  characteristics  information  contained  in  the  most 
recently  published  U.S.  Census  report  (1970)  was  not  useful  because  data  cannot  be 
disaggregated  sufficiently  to  accurately  describe  small  areas  such  as  South  Park, 
which  is  about  one  city  block.  Neighborhood  information  published  by  the  City 
Planning  Department  for  the  South-of-Market  area  also  did  not  contain  specific 
information  about  the  South  Park  neighborhood.  The  City  Planning  Department 
indicates  that  the  neighborhood  has  been  described  as  low-income,  but  is  currently 
changing  so  that  generalizations  about  the  neighborhood's  character  are  difficult  to 
make.  A  spokesperson  for  the  Department  did  indicate  that  housing  prices  in  the 
neighborhood  were  affordable,  but  as  in  other  parts  of  the  City,  they  appear  to  be 
rising." 

Page  48  Insert  the  paragraphs  below  after  the  first  paragraph  on  page  48: 

"Proposed  redevelopment  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  particularly  the  introduction 
of  market-rate  housing  and  commercial  retail  and  office  uses,  could  indirectly 
affect  the  ethnic  mix,  income  levels,  and  tenancy  patterns  of  residents  in  the 
South  Park  neighborhood.  New  developments  would  tend  to  increase  property  values 
and  encourage  the  conversion  of  existing  low-intensity  warehouse  uses  to 
high-intensity  commercial  uses.  Overall,  these  effects  may  put  pressure  on  the 
South  Park  neighborhood  for  replacing  existing  homes  with  new  higher-density  and 
higher-priced  residential  and/or  commercial  development  in  the  future. 

"Residents  of  the  proposed  moderate-income  units  and  market-rate  units  would  have 
household  income  ranging  from  $19,040  to  $50,000  or  more  (1980  dollars)  and  would 
be  expected  to  have  higher  household  incomes  than  existing  South  Park  residents." 

Page  48,  Paragraph  5  (Impacts  -  Alternativr  ")  The  following  sentence  should  be  added  to 
the  end  of  this  paragraph: 

In  this  alternative,  there  could  be  more  pressure  than  in  Alternative  A  for 
replacement  of  residences  in  the  South  Park  neighborhood  with  higher-intensity 
residential  and  commercial  uses. 

Page  49,  Paragraph  2  (Impacts  -  Alternative  C)  Insert  the  sentence  below  after  the  first 
sentence:  Existing  land  use  and  social  characteristics  trends  in  the  South  Park 
neighborhood  would  remain  in  this  alternative. 

D.  FISCAL  ASPECTS 


Page  55  (Impacts  -  Alternative  B)  Incorporate  the  discussion  below  under  Case  1  impacts: 

"There  would  be  several  non-fiscal  positive  economic  effects  of  providing  additional 
housing  above  that  of  the  proposed  project.  These  include:   l)an  increased  labor 
pool  that  could  attract  new  business  to  San  Francisco,  2)  the  provision  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  units,  which  are  currently  in  short  supply  in  the  City, 
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3) additional  secondary  income  generated  within  the  City  from  new  residents  and  4) 
the  opportunity  for  decreased  traffic  congestion  and  air  pollution  by  constructing 
housing  near  existing  jobs  located  in  the  downtown  area  and  near  future  jobs  that 
would  be  created  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project  area." 

E.      COMMUNITY  SERVICES 


Page  62  (Mitigation  Measures)  Change  the  first  measures  under  "Police"  to: 

"Include  burglar  alarms  as  part  of  the  design  in  all  structures,  where  appropriate." 
K.  HYDROLOGY 


Page  114  (Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A  Incorporate  the  mitigation  measure 
below.  This  measure  should  also  be  added  to  the  Summary  of  Mitigation  Measures  section 
under  the  Hydrology  discussion  on  p.  132. 

"The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  all  developers,  when  appropriate,  to 
consult  with  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  to  ensure 
that  proposed  projects  conform  with  BCDC  plans,  policies,  and  requirements, 
particularly  with  regard  to  public  access." 

M.      ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

Page  119,  Paragraph  3  The  following  discussion  is  to  be  added  to  the  third  paragraph  on 
p.  119,  Historic  and  Archaeologic  Aspects  section  of  the  Draft  EIR/S: 

"Public  support  for  the  preservation  of  the  Refregier  murals  was  triggered  by  a 
proposal  in  1978  by  the  Postal  Service  to  sell  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  facility. 
To  prevent  possible  destruction  of  the  murals,  the  Rincon  Annex  Preservation 
Committee  was  formed  by  Emmy  Lou  Packard,  a  San  Francisco  artist,  who  served  as 
Chairperson.  The  committee  prepared  the  preliminary  case  report  material  that 
was  used  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  to  declare  the  Rincon 
Annex  Post  Office  and  its  murals  as  a  City  Landmark,  and  by  the  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservaton  to  determine  eligibility  of  the  Rincon  Annex  for  the  National 
Register.  As  of  October  1980,  an  estimated  8,000  total  petitions  have  been  signed 
by  persons  interested  in  the  preservation  of  the  murals.  The  murals  were  placed  on 
the  National  Register  on  November  16,  1979." 

Page  1 19,  Paragraph  4  Make  the  following  underlined  changes: 

Using  the  criteria  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (see  Appendix  D), 
seven  buildings  within  the  redevelopment  Project  area  and  its  peripheries/ 1 1/  are 
potentially  eligible  for  the  National  Register.  Four  of  the  buildings  are  within  the 
Project  area:  the  Oriental  Warehouse,  Hooper's  South  End  Grain  Warehouse,  Dunn 
Instruments  Building,  and  Cape  Horn  Warehouse  (see  Figure  17,  p.  120).  Three  stand 
outside  of  the  Project  area:  the  Rosenberg  Brothers  Dried  Fruit  Warehouse,  the 
California  Warehouse  and  the  South  End  Warehouse. 

Page  119,  Paragraph  ^  Change  the  word  "six"  in  the  first  sentence  to  "seven". 

Page  120,  Figure  17  Pier  42  should  be  added  as  item  6  in  the  legend  and  labeled  on  the 
map  as  Item  G  in  the  South  Beach  sub-area. 

Page  121,  Preceding  "Places  and  Events"  discussion  Add  the  following  sentence:  "Pier  42 
was  recently  found  to  be  eligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register." 
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Page  122  (Mitigation  Measures  -  Alternative  A)  Add  the  following  mitigation  measure: 

"The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  are 
currently  preparing  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  which  stipulates  agreed-upon 
mitigation  measures  to  protect  identified  and  potential  archaeologic  historic,  and 
architectural  resources  located  within  the  Project  area."  This  measure  should  also 
be  added  to  the  Summary  of  Mitigation  Measures  section,  p.  132,  under  the  Historic 
and  Archaeologic  discussion." 

Page  1  23,  Paragraph  1  (continued  from  p.  122)  Delete  the  second  sentence  and  replace  it 
with  the  following: 

"The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  hire  a  qualified  archaeologist  to  monitor 
excavation  sites  twice  a  week  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  potential  archaeological 
resources,  and  to  be  on  call  throughout  the  construction  period  in  the  event  that  any 
historic  site,  or  archaeological  or  paleontological  resource  is  encountered." 

Accordingly,  the  second  sentence  of  paragraph  6  on  p.  132  (Summary  of  Mitigation 
Measures,  Historic  and  Archaeologic  Aspects)  should  be  deleted  and  replaced  with  the 
mitigation  measure  above. 

Page  123,  Paragraph  3  (Places  and  Events)  Add  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  this 
paragraph:  "This  overview  wouldl  also  be  used  to  identify  potentially  sensitive 
archaeological  sites  in  the  Project  area." 

N-      GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

Page  125  Include  the  following  paragraph  after  Paragraph  4,  under  the  discussion  of 
Alternative  A: 

"To  the  extent  that  the  Project  would  increase  property  values,  encourage 
conversion  of  low-intensity  uses  to  high-intensity  uses  and  increase  the  demand  for 
land  in  the  vicinity  of  the  South  Beach  sub-area,  it  would  be  considered  to  have 
growth-inducing  effects  on  the  South  Park  neighborhood." 

Page  125,  Paragraph  1   The  following  sentence  is  to  be  added  after  the  fist  sentence: 
"Approximately  345  person-years  or  40  full-time  jobs  would  be  attributable  to 
rehabilitation  of  existing  structures  planned  for  retent1    )  and  adaptive  reuse." 

XIV.  APPENDICES 

Page  145  (Appendix  A  -  Energy  Conservation)  The  following  energy  conservation  measure 
is  to  be  added  to  under  category  "B":  "Install  openable  windows  where  feasible." 
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XIV.  APPENDICES 


APPENDIX  A  -  Energy  Conservation 

The  following  principles  could  be  used  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  when 
reviewing  the  design  criteria  of  proposed  buildings  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach 
Redevelopment  Project. 


A.      Encourage  the  use  of  insulation,  efficient  fireplaces,  and  passive  solar  design 

measures  to  reduce  the  demand  for  natural  gas  used  for  space  heating.  Examples  of 
such  measures  are: 

Orient  the  long  axis  of  buildings  within  20°  of  true  east-west. 

Maximize  window  area  on  the  south  sides  of  buildings,  and  minimize 
window  and  door  area  on  the  north  sides. 

Provide  eaves  or  window  overhangs,  or  landscape  with  deciduous  trees 
adjacent  to  walls,  to  shade  interiors  from  high  summer  sun  yet  allow 
penetration  of  low  winter  sun. 

Install  double-pane  windows  and/or  install  insulated  draperies. 

Install  masonry  floors  and  walls  opposite  south-facing  windows  to  store 
solar  heat. 

Install  extra  insulation  beyond  that  required  by  State  regulations  in 
ceilings  and  walls  and  insulate  the  floors  over  unheated  spaces. 

Locate  any  fireplaces  entirely  inside  the  exterior  v/all  of  the  structures; 
do  not  install  a  natural  gas  outlet  in  the  fireplace. 

Equip  any  fireplaces  with  metal  fire  boxes,  heat  exchangers  and 
adjustable  flues,  or  install  free-standing  fir  places  or  Frankl in-type  stoves. 


B.     Encourage  the  use  of  efficient  appliances  and  fixtures,  and  encourage  the  use  of 
natural  gas  instead  of  electric  appliances.  Examples  of  measures  are: 

Use  natural  gas  for  space  and  water  heating  (if  solar  is  not  provided)  and 
for  ranges  and  laundry  dryers.  Install  natural  gas  furnaces,  water  heaters, 
ranges,  and  laundry  dryers  (all  with  pilotless  ignition)  instead  of  electric 
appliances. 

Select  other  installed  electric  appliances,  such  as  dishwashers,  disposals, 
and  trash  compactors  on  the  basis  of  greatest  energy  efficiency. 

Locate  windows  and  properly  insulated  skylights  to  provide  natural  light  in 
frequently  used  work  areas  such  as  kitchen  and  sink  areas. 
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Locate  bathrooms  to  accommodate  windows  for  ventilation  (and  light) 
instead  of  fans. 

Use  fluorescent  lighting  for  all  installed  light  fixtures  in  work  areas 
(kitchens,  bathrooms,  etc.)  and  in  common  areas  (corridors,  laundry 
rooms,  etc.). 

The  City  should  be  reguested  to  install  sodium-vapor  lamps  for  all  street 
and  parking-lot  lighting.  Lighting  should  be  the  minimum  amount 
necessary  for  public  safety.  Control  lighting  with  photoelectric  cells. 

Use  accurate  thermostats  with  readings  in  degrees  to  control  water 
heaters. 

Locate  water  heaters  as  close  as  possible  to  the  points  of  hot  water  use 
and  insulate  hot-water  pipes. 

Use  accurate  clock-operated  thermostats  with  day  and  night  settings  to 
control  space  heating. 

C.  Discourage  appliances  and  fixtures  which  are  wasteful  of  energy.  Examples  are: 

Electric  resistance  "spot"  heaters  in  bathrooms. 

Infrared  warmer  lights  in  food  preparation  or  bathroom  areas. 

Infrared  heaters  for  exterior  restaurant  eating  areas  (a  combination  of 
wind  protection  and  passive  solar  heating  system  should  be  used). 

Architectural  or  exterior  display  lighting. 

Escalators  to  provide  access  between  floors. 

D.  Encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  and  the  recycling  of  materials.  Examples  include: 

Coordinate  with  S.F.  Muni  to  construct  passer   ;r  shelters  at  appropriate 
points  on  the  site.  Provide  for  safety  and  convenience  of  passengers' 
access  to  shelters. 

Provide  storage  areas  in  all  structures  for  recyclable  materials  (glass, 
cans,  newspapers)  to  encourage  recycling. 
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APPENDIX  B 


TABLE  B-l:       PROJECTED  WATER  USE  AND  WASTEWATER  CONSUMPTION  AFTER 
REDEVELOPMENT  OF  RINCON  POINT  AND  SOUTH  BEACH  AREAS  - 
ALTERNATIVE  A 


Water  Consumption*  Wastewater 

wet-weather    dry-weather  Generation** 
(gpd)  (gpd) 

Rincon  Point 


230,000  sq.  ft.  office 

~z  c  nnn 

i  /•  t  n  n 

112,000  sq.  ft.  commercial 

'.  nn 

22,400 

o  o  /,  n  n 

22,400 

*■»  i   n  c  n 

2  1 ,9!>U 

700  parking  spaces 

X 

X 

X 

6.5  acres  public  park 

X 

o  c   o  o  n 

25,220 

X 

800-room  hotel 

1 19,000 

1 16,620 

Total  -  Rincon  Point 

176,400 

201,620 

172,870 

South  Beach 

267,700  sq.  ft.  commercial 

53,540 

53,540 

52,470 

90,000  sq.  ft.  warehouse 

9,000 

9,000 

8,820 

7  acres  public  park 

 X 

27, J  60 

X 

Total  -  South  Beach 

62,540 

89,700 

61,290 

Housing 

Residents*** 

Rincon  Point         530  units 
South  Beach        1,965  units 

1,060 
3,930 

106,000 
393,000 

106,000 
393,000 

103,880 
385,140 

Total  2,495 

4,990 

499,000 

499,000 

489,020 

TOTAL  WATER  &  WASTEWATER 

737,940 

790,320 

723,180 

BOTH  SITES 


*Water  consumption  factors:  office:   125  gallons  per  day/1,000  sq.  ft.;  commercial-retail: 
200  gpd/1,000  sq.  ft.;  park  -  open  space:  3,880  gpd/acre  for  180  days  (approximate  dry 
season)  (J.  Sutro,  S.F.  Parks  and  Rec.  Dept.);  hotel:  85%  double-occupancy,  175  gpd/room; 
warehouse  -  light  industrial:  100  gpd/1 ,000  sq.  ft.;  dwelling  units:  100  gpd/resident. 
**Wastewater  generation  is  assumed  to  be  98%  of  water  consumption,  except  for  park 
irrigation,  which  generates  negligible  amounts  of  wastewater. 
***Two  persons  per  household. 
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TABLE  B-2:    PROJECTED  WATER  USE  AND  WASTEWATER  CONSUMPTION  AETER 
REDEVELOPMENT  OF  RINCON  POINT  AND  SOUTH  BEACH  AREAS  - 
ALTERNATIVE  B 


Water  Consumption*  Wastewater 

we  t-w  e  a  t h er  dry-weather  Generati  on** 

(gpd)  (gpdl- 

Rincon  Point 

1,120,000  sq.  ft.  office                               140,000  140,000  137,200 

67,000  sq.  ft.  commercial                             13,400  13,400  13,130 

6.5  acres  public  park                                          _x  23,220   x 

153,400  178,620  150,330 

Total  -  Rincon  Point 
South  Beach 

261,000  sq.  ft.  commercial                           52,200  52,200  51,160 

7.5  acres  public  park                                         _x  29,100   x 

52,200  81,300  51,160 

Total  -  South  Beach 

Housing     Residents*  *  * 

Rincon  Point       280  units             560          56,000  56,000  54,880 

South  Beach      3,5  S  units          7,192        219,200  719,200  704,820 

3,876                   7,752        775,200  775,200  759,700 

TOTAL  WATER  &  WASTEWATER  980,800      1,035,120  961,190 
BOTH  SITES 


*Water  consumption  factors:  office:   125  gallons  per  day/1,000  sq.  ft.;  commercial-retail: 
200  gpd/1,000  sq.  ft.;  park  -  open  space:  3,880  gpd/acre  for  180  days  (approximate  dry 
season)  (J.  Sutro,  S.F.  Parks  and  Rec.  Dept.);  hotel:  85%  double-occupancy,  175  gpd/room; 
warehouse  -  light  industrial:   100  gpd/1,000  sq.  ft.;  dwelling  units:   100  gpd/resident. 
**Wastewater  generation  is  assumed  to  be  98%  of  water  consumption,  except  for  park 
irrigation,  which  generates  negligible  amounts  of  wastewater. 
***Two  persons  per  household. 
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APPENDIX  C 


TABLE  C-l:  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY  1977-1979 


STATION:    939  Ellis  Street,  San  Francisco 


POLLUTANT: 

OZONE  (03)  (Oxidant) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm  /a/) 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 
Expected  Annual  Excess/c/ 


STANDARD 


(0.08)  0.12/b,c/ 


CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 
1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average  35/b/ 
Number  of  standard  excesses 
8-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  8-hour  average  9/b/ 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

NITROGEN  DIOXIDE  (N02) 
1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (S02) 

24-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  24-hour  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses/e,f/ 

TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE  (TSP) 
24-hour  concentration  (ug/m3  /g/) 

Highest  24-hour  average  100/d/ 

Number  of  standard  excesses/f/ 
Annual  concentration  (ug/m3) 

Annual  Geometric  Mean  60/d/ 

Annual  standard  excess 


0.25/d/ 
0 


0.05/d/ 


1977 

J_978 

1979 

0.05 

0.1  1 

0.08 

(0)  0 

(4)  0 

0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

16 

17 

20 

0 

0 

0 

8.9 

9.4 

13.8 

0 

1 

2 

0.21 

0.30 

0.16 

4 

0 

0.035 

0.024 

0.034 

0 

0 

0 

105 

128 

1  17 

1 

1 

1 

41 

42 

42 

No 

No 

No 

/a/  ppm:  parts  per  million. 

/b/  National  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year  (except  for  annual 
standards  which  are  not  to  be  exceeded). 

/c/  The  national  ozone  standard  was  revised  from  0.08  ppm  to  0.12  ppm  in  January  1979. 
The  number  of  excesses  shown  in  parentheses  is  of  the  old  0.08  ppm  standard  in  effect  at 
the  time.  Expected  Annual  Excess  is  a  three-year  average  of  annual  excesses  of  the  new 
0.12  ppm  standard. 

/d/  California  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

/e/  The  sulfur  dioxide  standard  is  considered  to  be  exceeded  only  if  there  is  a  concurrent 
excess  of  the  state  ozone  or  suspended  particulate  standards  at  the  same  station. 
Otherwise,  the  national  standard  of  0.14  ppm  applies. 

/f/  Number  of  observed  excess  days  (measurements  taken  once  every  six  days), 
/g/  ug/m3: 

micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 
SOURCE:  BAAQMD,  1977  -  1979,  Contaminant  and  Weather  Summaries. 
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APPENDIX  D 


NATIONAL  REGISTER  OF  HISTORIC  PLACES:  CRITERIA  FOR  EVALUATION 
36CFRPart  60.6 

The  criteria  applied  to  evaluate  properties  for  possible  inclusion  in  the  National  Register 
are  listed  below.  These  criteria  are  worded  in  a  manner  to  provide  for  the  diversity  of 
resources.  The  following  criteria  shall  be  used  in  evaluating  properties  for  nomination  to 
the  National  Register,  by  the  National  Park  Service  in  reviewing  nominations,  and  for 
evaluating  National  Register  eligibility  of  properties  affected  by  Federal  agency 
undertakings. 

National  Register  Criteria  for  Evaluation.  The  guality  of  significance  in  American 
history,  architecture,  archeology,  and  culture  is  present  in  districts,  sites,  buildings, 
structures,  and  objects  of  State  and  local  importance  that  possess  integrity  of  location, 
design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  and  association,  and 

(a)  that  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the 
broad  patterns  of  our  history;  or 

(b)  that  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past;  or 

(c)  that  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period  or  method  of 
construction,  or  that  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values, 
or  that  represent  a  significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack 
individual  distinction;  or 

(d)  that  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  to  prehistory  or 
history. 
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